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Abstract  
The   Falklands   War   was   shrouded   in   symbolism   and   permeated   with   imperial  
rhetoric,   imagery   and   memories,   bringing   to   the   fore   divergent   conceptions   of  
Britishness,   kinship   and   belonging.   The   current   dispute,   moreover,   is   frequently  
framed   in   terms   of   national   identity,   and   accusations   of   imperialism   and   neo-­‐‑
colonialism  persist.  Thus   in  dealing  with   the   conflict,   historians   and   commentators  
alike   have   often   made   references   to   imperial   legacies,   yet   this   has   rarely   been  
afforded   much   careful   analysis.   Views   on   this   matter   continue   to   be   entrenched,  
either   presenting   the   war   as   a   throwback   to   nineteenth-­‐‑century   imperialism   or   as  
almost  entirely  devoid  of  imperial  significance.  This  thesis  proposes  a  way  out  of  this  
stalemate,  by  looking  at  the  conflict  through  the  transnational  lens  of  Greater  Britain.  
The   evidence   suggests   that   neither   the   dispute,   nor   the   war—nor,   indeed,   its  
aftermath—can   be   entirely   divorced   from   the   legacies   of   empire.   Taking  
decolonisation  as  a  starting  point,  this  thesis  demonstrates  how  the  idea  of  a  ‘British  
world’  gained  a  new  lease  of  life  vis-­‐‑à-­‐‑vis  the  Falklands,  as  the  Islanders  adopted  the  
rhetorical  mantle  of   ‘abandoned  Britons’.  Yet   this  new  momentum  was  partial   and  
fractured,   as   evinced   by   the   developments   triggered   by   the   Argentine   invasion   in  
1982.  Despite  the  apparent  firmness  of  the  British  government’s  commitment  to  the  
Islands,   cracks   and   fissures   over   the   meaning   of   Britishness   were   simultaneously  
magnified.   The   perceived   temporal   dislocation   of   defending   loyal   Britons   from   a  
remote   colony   was   later   joined   by   the   memory   of   ‘dominating   imperialism’,  
associated   with   gunboats,   military   exploits   and  bellicose   rhetoric.   The   divisions  
caused  by  these  latent  imperial  factors  not  only  affected  Britons  in  the  UK  (at  a  time  
of  emergent  devolutionary  pressures  in  the  ‘Celtic  nations’),  but  also  in  the  Falklands  
and  Argentina.  This  thesis  thus  not  only  sheds  new  light  on  the  Falklands  War  itself,  
but  also   the   lingering  purchase  of   the   idea  of  Greater  Britain   into   the  post-­‐‑imperial  
era,  replete  with  its  multiple  contradictions.  
     
  iv  
Imperiet  genoplivet:  Falklandsøerne  og  ophøret  af  Greater  Britain  
Falklandskrigen   var   indhyllet   i   og   gennemsyret   af   imperial   retorik,   symbolisme,  
billedsprog   og   erindringer,   som   frembragte   modstridende   opfattelser   af   britiskhed,  
slægtskab  og  tilhørsforhold.  Den  offentlige  debat  omkring  øernes  tilhør  er  ofte  præget  af  
nationale   identitetsspørgsmål,  mens  beskyldninger  om   imperialisme  og  nykolonialisme  
synes  at  vare  ved.  Både  historikere  og  kommentatorer  benytter  sig  ofte  af   referencer   til  
den  imperiale  arv,  når  de  beskæftiger  sig  med  konflikten.  Men  dette  udgangspunkt  har  
kun   sjældent   været   udsat   for   omhyggelig   analyse.   Holdninger   til   de   ovennævnte  
spørgsmål   fremstår   fastlåste,   idet   krigen   enten   præsenteres   som   et   tilbageslag   til   det  
nittende  århundredes   imperialisme,   eller  modsat,   som  noget  der   er  blottet   for   imperial  
betydning.   Denne   afhandling   skitserer   et   alternativ   til   disse   fastlåste   positioner   ved   at  
betragte  konflikten  gennem  en  transnational  linse,  med  særligt  fokus  på  idéen  om  Greater  
Britain.  Der  argumenteres  for,  at  hverken  diskussionen  om  krigens  årsager,  selve  krigen,  
eller   for   den   sags   skyld,   dens   eftervirkninger,   kan   afkobles   helt   fra   spørgsmålet   om  
imperiets   efterdønninger.  Med   sit   afsæt   i   efterkrigstidens   afkolonisering,   demonstrerer  
afhandlingen  hvordan  idéen  om  en  særlig  britisk  verden  fik  nyt  liv  gennem  spørgsmålet  
om  Falklandsøernes  status,  og  som  en  følge  af  at  de  lokale  øboere  iscenesatte  sig  selv  som  
forladte  briter.  Men  begivenhederne  som  fulgte  i  kølvandet  på  den  argentinske  invasion  i  
1982   viser   også,   at   denne   tendens   var   ufuldstændig,   samt   at   krigen   skabte   nye  
brudflader.   På   trods   af   den   britiske   regerings   faste   beslutning   om   at   komme   øerne   til  
undsætning,   så   opstod   der   sprækker   og   revner   i   den   fælles   forståelse   af   hvad   britisk  
identitet   betød.   For   eksempel   hævdede   en   række   kritikere,   at   det   var   anakronistisk   at  
fortsætte  med  at  forsvare  trofaste  briter  fra  en  fjern  koloni.  Senere  fik  denne  kritik  næring  
af   erindringen   om   en  herredømme-­‐‑orienteret   imperialisme,   associeret  med  kanonbåde,  
militære  bedrifter  og  krigslysten   retorik.  Denne  splittelse  påvirkede   ikke  kun  briterne   i  
Det  Forenede  Kongerige  (på  et  tidspunkt  hvor  kravene  om  større  grad  af  selvstændighed  
i   de   ”keltiske”   nationer   blev  mere   højlydte),  men   også   i   Falklandsøerne   og  Argentina.  
Afhandlingen   kaster   dermed   ikke   blot   nyt   lys   på   selve   Falklandskrigen,   men   tilmed  
hvordan   idéen   om   Greater   Britain   fungerede   som   holdepunkt   i   den   post-­‐‑imperiale  
tidsalder,   og   på   trods   af   dens   mange   indbyggede   modsætninger,   var   den   altså   mere  
sejlivet  end  vi  hidtil  har  troet.  
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Note  on  terminology  
  
The   South   Atlantic   archipelago   commonly   known   as   the   ‘Falkland   Islands’   in   the  
English   language  and   ‘Islas  Malvinas’   in  Spanish   is   still  disputed   territory,  and   the  
wounds   of   war   have   not   fully   healed.   The   use   of   these   terms   in   their   respective  
languages   does   not   necessarily   imply   taking   a   stance   on   the   sovereignty   dispute  
between  Britain  and  Argentina;  yet  the  converse  is  likely  to  come  across  as  politically  
loaded.   Thus,   except  where   usage  would   be   entirely   inappropriate,   I   shall   employ  
them  interchangeably,  according  to  context  and  local  emphasis.  
I   will   also   alternate   between   full   governmental   departments’   names   and   official  
government  titles,  and  shortened  versions  of  them  (such  as  ‘Foreign  Office’,  to  refer  
to   the   Foreign   and   Commonwealth   Office).   I   will   also   employ   local   terms   when  
appropriate.   Thus,   for   instance,   I   will   refer   to   ‘Camp’   in   the   Falklands'ʹ   context   to  
designate  areas  outside  Stanley.    
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Introduction  
The  Falklands  and  the  legacies  of  empire  
  
We  have  ceased  to  be  a  nation  in  retreat.  We  have  instead  a  newfound  confidence—
born   in   the   economic   battles   at   home   and   tested   and   found   true   8,000  miles   away.  
That   confidence   comes   from   the   re-­‐‑discovery   of   ourselves,   and   grows   with   the  
recovery  of  our  self-­‐‑respect.1    
These  words  were  pronounced  by  an  emboldened  British  Prime  Minister  only  weeks  
after   the  ceasefire   in   the  South  Atlantic.  Gathering  at   the  racecourse   in  Cheltenham  
on   a   cool   July   afternoon   in   1982,   a   group   of   about   5,000   local   Conservative   Party  
faithful   listened   to   Mrs   Thatcher’s   speech   on   that   historic   occasion.   Britain   had  
recovered   the   South  Atlantic   Islands,   and   the   Prime  Minister’s  mood  was   defiant.  
She   scolded   the   ‘waverers’   and   the   ‘fainthearts’,   who   feared   ‘that   Britain   was   no  
longer   the  nation   that  had  built  an  Empire  and  ruled  a  quarter  of   the  world’.  They  
were  simply  ‘wrong’.  Victory  in  the  South  Atlantic  had  proven  that  ‘Britain  has  not  
changed  and  that  this  nation  still  has  those  sterling  qualities  which  shine  through  our  
history’.  Britain,   she  concluded,   ‘found  herself  again   in   the  South  Atlantic  and  will  
not  look  back  from  the  victory  she  has  won’.2  
Her  reference  to  empire  caught  the  attention  of  more  than  a  few—maybe  because  it  
was  so  rare  coming  from  her.  Yet  perhaps  it  also  chimed  with  a  certain  pattern  that  
had  emerged  over   the  previous   three  months.   Indeed,   the  Falklands  War  had  been  
suffused   with   imperial   metaphors   and   tropes   in   parliament   and   in   the   media—
British,  Argentine  and  international.  It  was  widely  perceived  as  a  bizarre  conflict,  not  
least  on  account  of  the  setting:  two  nations  fighting  over  an  unprofitable  colony;  the  
British  Fleet  sailing  off  to  the  South  Atlantic  as  crowds  cheered  them  from  the  docks;  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  THCR  1/17/94,  MT  speech  at  Conservative  rally  (Cheltenham),  3  July  1982.  
2  Ibid.  
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political   speeches   charged   with   references   to   the   past,   to   old   wars,   to   Britain’s  
decline.3    
The  question  of   the  extent   to  which   the  Falklands  War  represented  a   revival  of   the  
imperial   past   is   one  which   has   generated  much   conjecture   but   little   in   the  way   of  
detailed  scholarly  analysis.  This  thesis  sets  out  to  address  precisely  this,  by  looking  at  
the  conflict  through  the  transnational  lens  of  Greater  Britain.  The  evidence  suggests  
that   neither   the   dispute,   nor   the   war—nor,   indeed,   its   aftermath—can   be   entirely  
divorced  from  the  legacies  of  empire.  This  research  thus  not  only  sheds  new  light  on  
the  Falklands  War  itself,  but  also  the  lingering  purchase  of  the  idea  of  Greater  Britain  
into   the   post-­‐‑imperial   era,   replete   with   its   multiple   contradictions.   That   the  
Falklands/Malvinas   dispute   is   still   framed   in   terms   of   national   identity—while  
accusations  of   imperialism  and  neo-­‐‑colonialism  persist—is  only   further  evidence  of  
the  enduring  relevance  of  this  question.  
Indeed,  recent  years  have  seen  concerted  efforts  from  Falkland  Islanders  to  shake  off  
the  reputation  of  being  a  ‘relic  of  empire’.  On  10–11  March  2013,  Falkland  Islanders  
went   to   the   polls   to   determine   whether   they   wished   the   Islands   ‘to   retain   their  
current   political   status   as   an   Overseas   Territory   of   the   United   Kingdom’.   The  
atmosphere  was  festive:  4x4  jeeps  draped  in  Union  Jacks  and  covered  in  stickers  that  
read  ‘British  to  the  core’  or  ‘Forever  British’  rallied  into  Stanley,   led  by  horse  riders  
holding   British   and   Falklands   flags;   the   more   daring   wore   Union   Jack   suits,   or  
painted  their  faces  with  the  British  colours;  Land  Rovers  were  arranged  on  a  hillside  
(emblazoned  in  red,  white  and  blue)  in  the  shape  of  the  a  giant  ‘YES’;  some  danced  
over   to   the   ballot   box   to   cast   their   vote.   As   the   Islanders   celebrated   expectantly  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3  Though   there   are   different   opinions   over   whether   the   post-­‐‑war   period   (especially   in   the  
wake  of  the  Suez  fiasco  of  1956)  was  in  fact  one  of  decline,  it  was  commonly  perceived  thus.  
For  more  on   ‘declinism’,   see  Peter  Clarke   and  Clive  Trebilcock,   eds.,  Understanding  Decline:  
Perceptions   and   Realities   of   British   Economic   Performance   (Cambridge:   Cambridge   University  
Press,  1997);  G.C.  Peden,  ‘Suez  and  Britain’s  Decline  as  a  World  Power’,  The  Historical  Journal  
55,   no.   4   (2012);   Jim   Tomlinson,   ‘The   Decline   of   Empire   and   the   Economic   “Decline”   of  
Britain’,  Twentieth  Century  British  History  14,  no.  3  (2003);  Stuart  Ward,  ed.  British  Culture  and  
the   End   of   Empire,   ed.   John   M.   MacKenzie,   Studies   in   Imperialism   Series   (Manchester:  
Manchester  University  Press,   2001),   8–12.   See   also  Martin   J.  Wiener,  English  Culture   and   the  
Decline  of  the  Industrial  Spirit,  1850–1980  (Cambridge:  Cambridge  University  Press,  1981).  
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outside   the   iconic  Whale  Bone  Arch  beside  Christchurch  Cathedral,   the  predictable  
result  was  announced:  an  overwhelming  99.8%  ‘Yes’  vote,  with  only  3  persons  voting  
‘No’.4  The  Kelpers   (as   they  are  colloquially  known)  were  determined   to  convey   the  
message  that  the  referendum  was  about  self-­‐‑determination,  not  about  maintaining  a  
colonial   enclave   in   the   South   Atlantic,   as   Argentina’s   feisty   president,   Cristina  
Fernández   de   Kirchner,   and   Alicia   Castro   (Ambassador   to   the   UK),   frequently  
claimed.  After  the  decisive  ‘Yes’,  Member  of  the  Legislative  Assembly  (MLA)  Gavin  
Short   explained   that   the   relationship  between   the   Islands  and  Britain  had   ‘evolved  
over   centuries’.   ‘We  have  moved   far   beyond  our   colonial   past’,   he   said.   ‘Ours   is   a  
modern   relationship,   based   on   mutual   respect   and   democratic   values’.   The  
referendum   result   of  March   2013   had   ‘dispelled   the  myths   that   Argentina   tries   to  
cultivate:  we  do  not   exist   under   the   yoke   of   a   colonial   power,   neither   are  we  held  
here   against   our   wishes,   nor   are   we   an   implanted   population   illegally   occupying  
these  Islands’.5  
Yet,  in  spite  of  the  Falklanders’  efforts,  the  voices  of  dissent  in  Britain  argued  that  the  
status  quo   in   the  South  Atlantic  was  an  anachronism  and   that   the   referendum  was  
‘meaningless’.6  Granted,   this  was  not   the  majority  view,  but  here  was   the   ‘imperial  
atavism’  refrain  emerging  once  again—a  recurring  feature  of  the  past  three  decades.  
Anniversaries   of   the   war   have   provided   a   major   source   for   such   commentary.   In  
2002,   20   years   after   Britain’s   victory,  Hugo  Young   argued   in   the  Guardian   that   the  
war   ‘proved   that   the  days  of   imperial  duty  were  not  entirely  gone’,  while  Andrew  
Billen   referred   to   it   in   the   New   Statesman   as   ‘a   closing   chapter   in   our   imperial  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4  For  an  account  of  the  referendum,  see,  for  instance,  ‘Sending  Their  Message’,  Economist,  11  
March  2013.  
5  Sharon  Jaffray,   ‘Do  You  Wish  the  Falklands  to  Retain  Their  Current  Status  as  an  Overseas  
Territory  of  the  United  Kingdom?’,  Falkland  Islands  Newsletter,  April  2013.  
6  Roy  Greenslade,   ‘Falklands’   Referendum   Fools  Nobody—It  Amounts   to   a   Rigged   Ballot’,  
Guardian,   11   March   2013;   Seumas   Milne,   ‘This   Isn’t   Self   Determination.   It’s   a   Ruritanian  
Colonial  Relic’,  Guardian,  12  March  2013;  Richard  Norton-­‐‑Taylor,  ‘This  Meaningless  Falklands  
Referendum   Will   Resolve   Nothing’,   Guardian,   9   March   2013;   David   Usborne,   ‘Falklands  
Referendum:  Why   Ask   British   People   If   They  Want   to   Be   British?’,   Independent,   10  March  
2013.  
   4  
history’.7  Five  years  later,  Mick  Hume’s  Guardian  column  tagged  the  conflict  as  ‘a  last  
gasp   of   imperial   grandeur’,   while  Mary   Riddell  wrote   sardonically   about   ‘the   last  
hurrah  of  a  nation  intent  on  ruling  the  waves’,  in  which  ‘a  non-­‐‑existent  empire  was  
striking  back  …  to  recapture  British  turf  and  glory’.8  In  2012,  on  the  occasion  of  the  
30th   anniversary   of   the   conflict,   Richard   Norton-­‐‑Taylor   claimed   that   the   UK  
government  should  ‘abandon  anachronistic  notions  of  status  or  false  pride’  and  ‘cut  
the  umbilical  cords  which  still  connects  [sic]’  the  Falklands  to  Britain;  while  Anthony  
Barnett,  writing  in  the  New  Statesman,  reported  that  many  in  Britain  still  regarded  the  
conflict   as   a   ‘bizarre   throwback   to   colonial   impulses’,   and   that   they  were   ‘uneasily  
conscious  of  [the]  anachronistic  tub-­‐‑thumping’  of  that  ‘formative  moment  of  1982’.9  
Other   occasions   prompted   similar   allusions   to   the   imperial   dimensions   of   the  
Falklands.  As  Britain  engaged  in  wars  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan,  commentator  Jackie  
Ashley   tried   to   understand   the   origins   of   that   ‘residual   sense   of   sub-­‐‑imperial  
mission’,   previously   witnessed   in   the   Falklands.10  Seven   years   later,   as   tensions  
mounted  again  between  Argentina  and  Britain,  an  editorial   in   the  Guardian   argued  
that   the   key   to   the   fraught   relations   between   the   two   countries   harked   back   to  
‘Britain'ʹs   last   imperial   war’,   and   it   was   Britain’s   ‘imperial   pride’—as   well   as  
Argentina’s   own   arrogance—that   perpetuated   the   animosity.11  On   the   occasion   of  
Margaret  Thatcher’s   funeral   in  April   2013,   the  Guardian’s  Martin  Kettle  decried   the  
whole  affair  as   ‘an  imperial  state  funeral   in  every  essential  respect’—made  possible  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7  Hugo   Young,   ‘This  Obsession  with  History   Is   an  Affliction   for   Britain’,  Guardian,   4  April  
2002;  Andrew  Billen,  ‘Mrs  T  and  Sympathy’,  New  Statesman,  15  April  2002.  
8  Mick  Hume,   ‘25  Years  on,  Our   Imperial  Grandeur  Has  Sailed  Away’,  Times,   3  April   2007;  
Mary  Riddell,  ‘Today  We  Need  a  New  Type  of  Falklands  Glory’,  Guardian,  17  June  2007.  
9  Richard  Norton-­‐‑Taylor,   ‘Time   to   Break   Links  with   Falklands   and   Gibraltar’,  Guardian,   22  
June  2012;  Anthony  Barnett,   ‘Learn   from  History  and  Make  Peace  Now’,  New  Statesman,   30  
March  2012.  
10  Jackie   Ashley,   ‘We  Have  Moved   on,   but   Our   Politicians   Are   Stuck   on  War’,  Guardian,   6  
March  2003.  
11  ‘Falkland  Islands:  Imperial  Pride’,  Guardian,  19  February  2010.  
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only   by   her   victory   in   1982:   ‘take   the   Falklands   war   out   of   Thatcher'ʹs   record’,   he  
declared,  ‘and  yesterday'ʹs  imperial  funeral  would  have  been  inconceivable’.12    
This  pervasive  sense  that   the  Falklands  conflict  was  a  species  of   ‘imperial  atavism’,  
the   revival   of   a   dormant   imperialism   that   had   never   fully   disappeared,   also  
permeates  the  scholarly  literature  dealing  with  the  war,  and  academics  rarely  fail  to  
make   reference   to   the   imperial   dimensions   of   the   conflict,   either   to   highlight   or  
downplay   the   importance   of   the   imperial   past   for   understanding   the  war.   Yet   the  
issue   is   rarely   afforded  much   careful   analysis.   Often,   ‘imperial   atavism’,   ‘imperial  
hangover’,   the   ‘last   war   of   an   imperial   past’   and   a   whole   host   of   similar   tags   are  
appended   to   the   Falklands   conflict,   without   really   investigating   what   those  
categories  might  actually  mean.  For   those  who  play  down  the   imperial  elements  of  
the  war,  the  matter  is  normally  dealt  with  in  a  few  pages.  For  the  sake  of  analytical  
clarity,  I  will  divide  the  various  stances  into  two  camps.  At  one  end  of  the  spectrum  
are   those   whom   I   will   term   ‘maximalists’,   a   group   encompassing   scholars   whose  
views   range   from   tacitly   accepting   that   the  war   in   some  way  evinced   some   sort   of  
imperialistic   streak   in   the  British  people  or  government,   to   explicitly   regarding   the  
war   as   either   a   throwback   to   empire   or   at   least   a   revival   of   certain   aspects   of  
imperialism.  At  the  other  end  are  the  ‘minimalists’,  who  generally  view  any  imperial  
elements  of   the  war  as  superficial  and  ephemeral,  arguing   to  different  degrees   that  
the   conflict   was   not   principally   about   empire   and   in   no   way   signalled   its  
reawakening.    
This  classification  is  not  new:  the  ‘maximalism’  and  ‘minimalism’  categories  emerged  
from  debates  about  empire  and  metropolitan  culture,  which  questioned  the  extent  to  
which   empire   played   into   the   dynamics   of   historical   change   in   the   United  
Kingdom.13  The  debate  revolves  around  the  material  agency  and  causality  of  empire,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12  Martin  Kettle,   ‘Thatcher’s   Funeral:  An  Exercise   in  Downton  Abbey  Politics’,  Guardian,   17  
April  2013.  
13  In   fact,   it   first   emerged   in   a  debate   over   the  New  World’s   impact   on   the  Old.   See  David  
Armitage,  ‘Greater  Britain:  A  Useful  Category  of  Historical  Analysis?’,  The  American  Historical  
Review  104,  no.  2  (1999),  439.  On  the  imperial  ‘impact’  debate,  the  incipient  discussion  in  the  
early   1990s   was   outlined   by   Peter   James   Marshall,   ‘Imperial   Britain’,   in   The   Cambridge  
Illustrated   History   of   the   British   Empire,   ed.   Peter   James   Marshall   (Cambridge:   Cambridge  
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exploring   the   scope   and   significance  of   the   empire’s   resonances   in  Britain   itself.   In  
recent  years,  this  debate  has  been  moving  away  from  the  question  of  ‘impact’—and  
thus   from   the   maximalism-­‐‑minimalism   dichotomy.   In   the   case   of   the   Falklands,  
‘maximalism’  and  ‘minimalism’  have  slightly  different  meanings;  unlike  the  empire  
debate,   the   disagreement   here   is   not   so  much   about   the   ‘impact’   of   the   Falklands  
War,   but   whether   its   dynamics   and   the   way   it   was   perceived   revealed   imperial  
habits  of  mind  or  a  revival  of  a  dormant  imperialism.  Another  important  caveat  here  
is   that   the   distinctions   between   these   strands   of   maximalism   and  minimalism   are  
sometimes  not   entirely   clear-­‐‑cut.  This  may  be  because   scholars   are  not   consciously  
contributing  to  a  debate  as  such;  rather,   they  are  simply  stating  their  views  within  a  
broad  interpretative  field.  Nevertheless,   the  terminology  is  apt  because  maximalists  
in  one  debate  tend  to  be  maximalists  in  the  other,  and  likewise  with  minimalists;  and  
it  is  also  useful,  as  it  can  help  us  identify  the  omissions  and  blind  spots  on  both  sides.    
The   origin   of   the   Falklands   debate   dates   back   to   the   early   stages   of   the  war   itself,  
where—as   we   shall   see   in   later   chapters—the   memories   and   legacies   of   empire  
highlighted  by  the  confrontation   in   the  South  Atlantic  were   invoked  both  by  critics  
and   advocates   of   the   British   military   intervention.   This   rift   in   the   British   national  
conversation  continued  to  widen  in  the  aftermath  of  the  conflict—a  period  that  saw  
the  crystallisation  of  maximalist  and  minimalist  views.  In  a  discussion  where  much  is  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
University   Press,   1996);   while   the   first   author   to   introduce   the   ‘minimal   impact   thesis’  
shorthand  was  Stuart  Ward,  ‘Introduction’,  in  British  Culture  and  the  End  of  Empire,  ed.  Stuart  
Ward,  Studies   in   Imperialism  Series   (Manchester:  Manchester  University  Press,  2001).  For  a  
discussion   of   ‘maximalism’   and   ‘minimalism’,   see   Andrew   Thompson,   The   Empire   Strikes  
Back?   The   Impact   of   Imperialism   on   Britain   from   the  Mid-­‐‑Nineteenth  Century   (Harlow:   Pearson  
Longman,  2005).  Classic  contenders  in  this  debate  have  been  John  M.  MacKenzie  and  Bernard  
Porter,  exponents  of  a  maximalist  and  a  minimalist  view,  respectively.  See,  for  instance,  John  
M.  MacKenzie,  ‘The  Persistence  of  Empire  in  Metropolitan  Culture’,  in  British  Culture  and  the  
End   of   Empire,   ed.   Stuart   Ward,   Studies   in   Imperialism   Series   (Manchester:   Manchester  
University  Press,  2001);  Bernard  Porter,  Absent-­‐‑Minded  Imperialists:  Empire,  Society  and  Culture  
in   Britain   (Oxford:   Oxford   University   Press,   2004);   Bernard   Porter,   ‘Further   Thoughts   on  
Imperial  Absent-­‐‑Mindedness’,   Journal   of   Imperial   and  Commonwealth  History   36,   no.   1   (2008);  
John  M.  MacKenzie,   ‘“Comfort”   and  Conviction:  A  Response   to   Bernard   Porter’,   Journal   of  
Imperial  and  Commonwealth  History  36,  no.  4  (2008).  Most  recently  of  all,  both  Bill  Schwarz  and  
John  MacKenzie  have  attacked  John  Darwin’s  ‘Empire  Lite’:  John  M.  MacKenzie,  ‘The  British  
Empire:   Ramshackle   or   Rampaging?  A  Historiographical   Reflection’,   Journal   of   Imperial   and  
Commonwealth   History   43,   no.   1   (2015);   Bill   Schwarz,   ‘An   Unsentimental   Education.   John  
Darwin’s  Empire’,  Journal  of  Imperial  and  Commonwealth  History  43,  no.  1  (2015).    
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implicit   and   intrinsic   rather   than   overt,   establishing   a   clear   dichotomy   between  
maximalism  and  minimalism  can  pose  some  challenges.  Yet  classifying  the  different  
views   into   these   two  broad  blocs  can  help  us  discern   the  roots  of   the  disagreement  
and   propose   a   more   fruitful   analysis   of   the   imperial   dimensions   of   the   Falklands  
War.  
‘The  old  nineteenth-­‐‑century  magic  still  at  work’:  the  maximalist  thesis  
One  of   the   earliest   attempts   to   advance   the  maximalist   view   came   from   the  writer  
Anthony   Barnett   in   the   immediate   aftermath   of   the  war.  His   July   1982   essay   ‘Iron  
Britannia’   (published   in   book   format   later   that   year)   set   out   to   analyse   the   British  
government’s  path  to  war,  with  the  support  of  all  the  major  parties  in  Westminster.  
His  starting  point  was  the  emergency  debate  in  the  House  of  Commons  on  Saturday  
3  April   1982,  which,   in   the   space  of   three  hours,   endorsed   the   sending  of   the  Task  
Force  to  the  Falklands.  One  of  his  central  claims  was  that  Thatcher  had  masked  her  
real   priorities:   her   objective  was   not   to   defend   the   Islanders’  wishes,   but   rather   to  
protect   British   sovereign   territory.14  This   was   not   something   unique   to   the   Prime  
Minister,  or  even  to  the  Conservatives.  The  leader  of  the  Labour  Party,  Michael  Foot,  
had   shown   a   similar   way   of   thinking.   For   all   his   talk   about   the   Islanders’   rights,  
Barnett  complained,  Foot  was  no  more  than  
a   contemporary   embodiment   of   [the   British   liberal   tradition   of   protest]   and  
exemplifies  one  of   its  most  unpleasant   aspects:   its  moral   imperialism.  For  behind   the  
presumption   that   a   British   voice   must   speak   out   against   violations   of   humanity  
elsewhere  (which  is  welcome),  lies  the  assertion  that  the  Anglo-­‐‑Saxon  accent  can  and  
should  arbitrate  across  all  frontiers.15  
A  pivotal  concept  in  Barnett’s  analysis  was  that  of  ‘Churchillism’,  which  he  deployed  
to   explain   the   multi-­‐‑party   consensus   during   the   war.   As   in   May   1940,   when  
Churchill   replaced  Chamberlain,   the   Falklands  War   had   also   created   ‘a   social   and  
political   amalgam’   that   included   very   diverse   groups   and   political   parties,   ‘an  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14  Anthony  Barnett,  ‘Iron  Britannia’,  New  Left  Review  1,  no.  134  (1982),  12,  17–18.  
15  Barnett,  ‘Iron  Britannia’,  19–20.  
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ideological  matrix  within  which  contending  groups  are  caught,  none  of   them  being  
the  “true”  exemplar   since  each   is   in   some  way  equally   constitutive’.16  The  different  
political  parties,  he  believed,  had   their  own  reasons   for   supporting   the  Task  Force,  
and  thus  it  was  not  a  case  of  simply  backing  the  government  party.  That  led  him  to  
conclude  that  this  was  not  merely  the  result  of  one  political  party’s  dominance,  but  
rather   a   product   of   deeper   factors   in   British   political   culture.   Its   external  
manifestations—an  ‘irrational’  passion  for  sovereignty  and  national  pride—stemmed  
from   ‘the   terms  within  which   “the  nation”   is   itself   conceived’,   and   thus   as   long  as  
‘the   institutions   and  passions   of   nationalist   sovereignty   retain   their   domination,   in  
Britain  as  elsewhere,  the  world  will  continue  to  be  ruled  by  those  who  are  likely  to  
ensure  its  destruction’.17  Barnett’s  views  represent  one  strand  of  maximalism  insofar  
as  the  Falklands  War  constituted  a  resurgence  and  reassertion  of  what  he  considered  
a   legacy   of   imperialism:   Britain’s   vision   of   the   nation   and   the   primacy   of   national  
sovereignty.   In   stressing   ‘Churchillism’,   of   course,   he   was   making   the   point   that  
‘both   rhetoric   and   policy   were   rooted   in   the   formative   moment   of   contemporary  
Britain’   (namely,   May   1940),   and   not   the   Victorian   era.   With   this   he   was   chiefly  
referring   to   the  emphasis  on   fighting   for   the  self-­‐‑determination  and  freedom  of   the  
Islanders,  which   harked   back   to   the  Atlantic   Charter   of   1941.   These   principles,   he  
argued,  masked   another   reality:   ‘Churchillism  …  defended   and   preserved   “Great”  
Britain   and   its   imperial   order   by   retreating   slowly,   backwards,   never   once   taking  
flight,   while   it   elevated   aspirations   for   freedom   into   a   smoke-­‐‑screen   to   cover   its  
manoeuvre’.18    
In  the  years  after  the  conflict,  several  other  British  and  imperial  historians  also  came  
to  see  the  Falklands  through  a  maximalist  lens.  Eric  Hobsbawm,  writing  only  months  
after   the   end  of   the  war,   focused  on   jingoism  as   a   response   to  decades  of   imperial  
decline.   This   was   another   imperial   legacy,   displayed   in   the   resurgence   of   ‘Rule,  
Britannia!’   during   the   war:   at   ‘the   very   moment   when   Britain   patently   no   longer  
rules  either  the  waves  or  an  empire’,  he  pondered,  ‘that  song  has  resurfaced  and  has  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16  Ibid.,  34,  46.  
17  Ibid.,  96.  
18  Ibid.,  40–41.  
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undoubtedly   hit   a   certain   nerve   among   people   who   sing   it’.19  Moreover,   the   1984  
History  Workshop  conference   took   the  Falklands  War  as  a  point  of  departure   for  a  
discussion   of   Britain’s   national   identity.20  One   of   its   contributors,   Stephen   Howe  
(then  tutor  at  Oxford),  would  later  describe  the  Falklands  conflict  as  ‘the  nadir  of  the  
imperial   atavism,   the   deranged   popular   xenophobia   that   disfigures   this   island  
now’.21  Another   historian   of   empire,   John   M.   MacKenzie,   was   in   the   process   of  
writing  Propaganda  and  Empire  as  the  war  broke  out.  He  saw  an  uncanny  resemblance  
between   the  Falklands  and  earlier   imperial   conflicts,   as   it   ‘aroused  many  echoes  of  
the  earlier  period  of  popular  imperialism’.22  In  the  warm  reception  given  to  the  Task  
Force  on  its  return  to  the  UK  he  saw  ‘the  old  nineteenth-­‐‑century  magic  still  at  work’,  
while   the   resurgent   patriotism   in   1982   seemed   to   demonstrate   that   the   ‘dominant  
ideology  had  not  entirely  lost  its  grip’.  The  war  had  stirred  the  ‘values  and  beliefs  of  
the  imperial  world  view’,  which  had  ‘settled  like  a  sediment  in  the  consciousness  of  
the   British   people,   to   be   stirred   again   by   a   brief,   renewed   challenge   in   the   late  
twentieth   century’.23  Over   a   decade   later,   he   again   noted   that   the   Falklands   War  
seemed  like  ‘the  recreation  in  a  modern  laboratory  of  just  the  conditions  of  imperial  
warfare   in   the   nineteenth   century’.   The   reasons   for   this   were   the   qualities   of   the  
territory  being  defended—‘deeply  embedded  in  imperial  history’—which  became  ‘a  
matter  of  national  honour,  an  objective  behind  which  all  the  instruments  of  the  state  
and   of   popular   culture   could   be   swung,   a   source   of   self-­‐‑regard   and   a   means   of  
reviving   the   fortunes   of   an   ailing   government’.24  Many   of   these   early   assessments  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19  Eric  Hobsbawm,  ‘Falklands  Fallout’,  Marxism  Today,  January  1983.  
20  For  more  on  the  1984  History  Workshop,  see  Chapter  6,  223–24.  
21  Stephen   Howe,   ed.   Lines   of   Dissent:   Writing   from   the   New   Statesman   1913–1988   (London:  
Verso,   1988),   345.  As  he  wrote   in  2003,  however,   the   ‘author  of   those  words  has   long   since  
become   embarrassed   by   their   hyperbole’.   Stephen   Howe,   ‘Internal   Decolonization?   British  
Politics   since   Thatcher   as   Post-­‐‑Colonial   Trauma’,  Twentieth  Century  British  History   14,   no.   3  
(2003),  293.  
22  John  M.  MacKenzie,  Propaganda  and  Empire:  The  Manipulation  of  British  Public  Opinion,  1880–
1960,   ed.   John  M.  MacKenzie,   Studies   in   Imperialism   (Manchester:  Manchester  Univerisity  
Press,  1984),  214,  11.  
23  MacKenzie,  Propaganda  and  Empire,  258.  
24  John  M.  MacKenzie,   ‘The   “Studies   in   Imperialism”   Series’,   International   Institute   for  Asian  
Studies  Newsletter   5   (1995).   http://www.iias.nl/iiasn/iiasn5/mup.html   (accessed   12   September  
2013).   A  more   recent   contribution   reveals   that   his   opinion   remains   essentially   unchanged:  
while  he  concedes  that  ‘the  issues  [in  the  Falklands]  here  were  unquestionably  more  complex’  
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were  quite  explicitly  ‘maximalist’,  even  if  they  stressed  different  imperial  dimensions  
of  the  war.  Whether  they  focused  on  the  awakening  of  a  dormant  imperial  ideology  
and   values   (as   in   the   case   of   MacKenzie),   or   on   the   resurfacing   of   an   imperial  
undercurrent   that   formed   the   basis   of   British   government   policies   (Barnett),   or  
indeed   whether   the   emphasis   was   on   the   belated   reaction   to   imperial   decline  
(Hobsbawm),   in   all   cases   the   Falklands  War  was   seen   to   be   heavily   influenced   by  
imperial  legacies.    
This   interpretation   has   been   echoed   in   a   variety   of   ways   in  more   recent   times.   A  
strong   maximalist   line—common   among   historians   of   Britain   or   empire—would  
regard  the  South  Atlantic  war  as  a  ‘quasi-­‐‑imperial’  adventure,  in  David  Powell’s  turn  
of   phrase.25  Traces   of   this   view   can   even   be   found   at   the   level   of   undergraduate  
primers  in  imperial  history.  Bill  Nasson,  for  instance,  argues  that  the  Falklands  War  
was  ‘nothing  other  than  a  bizarre  imperial  episode’,  ‘the  sudden  and  unexpected  last  
action  from  a  veteran  rearguard’,  and  even  ‘Britain’s  last  truly  authentic  independent  
act  of  empire’.26  Similarly,  Philippa  Levine  has  dubbed  it  the  ‘last  fight  for  a  colonial  
possession   that  Britain  would  undertake’,  while  popular  historian  Lawrence   James  
has  labelled  it  ‘Britain’s  last  imperial  war’.27  Although  in  one  sense  these  are  merely  
superficial,  unelaborated  assessments,  they  nevertheless  reflect  certain  attitudes  and  
assumptions  seeping  into  the  broader  research  culture.  Not  unlike  MacKenzie,  most  
of   these   authors   stress   that   the   Falklands   stirred   a   dormant   imperial   spirit   in   the  
British  people.  Powell,  for  instance,  declares  that  ‘the  British  lion  could  still  roar  and  
that  perhaps,   at   heart,   the  British   considered   themselves   an   imperial  people   still’,28  
while  Nasson  asserts  that  victory  in  the  South  Atlantic  did  nothing  but  ‘confirm  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
than  in  the  nineteenth  century,  he  concludes  that  ‘the  excitements  of  the  Falkland  War  of  1982  
demonstrated   [that]   imperial   pride   was   not   wholly   shattered’.   MacKenzie,   ‘Persistence   of  
Empire’,  22,  33.  
25  David  Powell,  Nationhood  and  Identity:  The  British  State  since  1800  (London:  I.B.  Tauris,  2002),  
230.  
26  Bill  Nasson,  Britannia’s  Empire:  A  Short  History  of  the  British  Empire   (Stroud:  Tempus,  2004;  
reprint,  2006),  264–65,  315.  
27  Philippa  Levine,  The  British  Empire:  Sunrise  to  Sunset,  2nd  ed.  (Harlow:  Pearson,  2013),  230;  
Lawrence  James,  The  Rise  &  Fall  of  the  British  Empire,  3rd  ed.  (London:  Abacus,  1998),  629.  
28  Powell,  Nationhood  and  Identity,  231.  
  11  
primordial   survival  of  an   imperial  nerve  within  British  society’.29  Levine  points  out  
that   ‘there  was   a   very   substantial   element   of   revealingly   imperial   sentiment   in   the  
affair’,   and   that   ‘the   image   of   empire   as   epitomising   British   power   and   glory  
nonetheless  remained  a  strong  undercurrent  in  national  self-­‐‑reckoning’;  while  James,  
in  turn,  adds  that  ‘old,  belligerent,  imperial  emotions  had  not  been  dispelled  by  the  
disappearance  of  empire’.30  Piers  Brendon,  moreover,  contends  that  ‘illusion  outlived  
reality  and  the  past  governed  the  present’,  adding  that  the  ‘Empire  had  gone  but  the  
emotions  associated  with  it  survived,  like  phantom  feelings  after  an  amputation’.31    
Other   authors   do   not   fit   this   classification   so   neatly,   but   can   be   regarded   as  
maximalists   for  analytical  purposes   insofar  as   they  at   least   tacitly  presume   that   the  
dynamics   of   the   Falklands  War  were   partly   imperial.   Among   these  we   find   some  
recent  works  looking  at  the  cultural  aspects  of  the  conflict—one  such  example  being  
James   Aulich’s   excellent   edited   volume,   Framing   the   Falklands   War,   which   makes  
numerous  references  to  the  imperial  dimensions  of  the  war  without  spelling  out  the  
argument. 32   Another   is   Kevin   Foster’s   Fighting   Fictions,   which   incorporates   an  
analysis   of   the   significance   of   the   Argentine   invasion   within   an   imperial   context.  
Foster   interprets   Thatcher’s   imperial   reference   in   her   Cheltenham   speech   as   an  
allusion  to  the  ‘virtues  of  leadership  that  had  served  the  nation  so  well  in  India,  the  
Caribbean   and  Africa’,   yet   he   also   expresses   doubts   as   to  whether   this  meant   that  
there  was  still  an  imperial  element  in  the  British  nation.33  David  Monaghan’s  volume,  
The  Falklands  War:  Myth  and  Countermyth—a  brilliant  study  of  British  culture  and  the  
South  Atlantic  conflict—notes  how  representation  of  the  empire  as   ‘a  cold,  wet  and  
green   place   inhabited   by   white   people’   cleared   the   way   for   Thatcher   to   ‘develop  
racist   and   imperialist   discourses   simultaneously   without   any   danger   of   the   one  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
29  Nasson,  Britannia’s  Empire,  316.  
30  Levine,  British  Empire,  231;  James,  Rise  &  Fall,  628.  
31  Piers  Brendon,  The  Decline  and  Fall  of  the  British  Empire,  1781–1997  (London:  Vintage,  2008),  
632,  35.  
32  James  Aulich,  ed.  Framing  the  Falklands  War:  Nationhood,  Culture  and  Identity   (Buckingham:  
Open  University  Press,  1992).  An  example  of  this  can  be  seen  in  103–05.    
33  Kevin   Foster,   Fighting   Fictions:  War,   Narrative   and   National   Identity   (London:   Pluto   Press,  
1999),  51.  
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tainting   the   other’.34  Klaus   Dodd’s   remarkable   work   on   Britain   and   the   ‘South  
Atlantic  empire’,  which  places  the  Falklands  within  the  context  of  Britain’s  Antarctic  
interests,  also  sees  imperialism  as  an  important  driving  force  behind  British  policies  
in  the  region.  ‘The  Falklands’,  he  states,  ‘were  only  one  element  in  the  South  Atlantic  
Empire   and   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   territorial   competition,   which   stretched   from   the  
Falklands  to  the  South  Sandwich  Islands’.35    
All   of   these   different   perspectives   suggest   that   the   ‘maximalist’   view   is   far   from   a  
monolithic   theory,   but   rather   a   conglomerate   of   views   and   perspectives   that  
converge  on  one  main  point:  the  imperial  past  was  intrinsic  to  the  prosecution  of  the  
war   and   the  public   response   to   it.   Sometimes   it   is   stated   categorically,  while   other  
times  it  is  more  a  probing  exercise,  only  rarely  buttressed  by  empirical  detail.  When  
contrasted  with  minimalist  views,  it  becomes  easier  to  see  that  the  maximalists  share  
much  common  ground.  
‘Shorn  of  imperial  significance’:  the  minimalist  thesis  
A  growing  number  of  scholars  find  fault  with  the  maximalist  view  of  the  Falklands  
War.   This   grouping   comprises   experts   on   British,   imperial   and   Falklands   history,  
also   featuring   an   assortment   of   opinions,   ranging   from   those   who   are   merely  
sceptical  of  maximalist  arguments  to  those  who  confront  them  head  on.  The  sceptics  
would  reason  that,  while  it  is  not  wholly  implausible  that  the  imperial  past  may  have  
shaped   the   course   of   the   war   both   in   terms   of   perceptions   and   material   realities,  
there   is   not   enough   evidence   to   prove   it.   If   anything,   the   evidence   shows   that   the  
legacies   of   empire  mattered   very   little,   if   at   all.   One   prominent   proponent   of   this  
view  is  D.  George  Boyce.  While  he  understands  how  the  conflict  may  be  regarded  as  
‘a  kind  of  last  gasp  of  British  imperial  policing’  resulting  in  ‘imperial  reassertion’,  he  
concludes   nevertheless   that   this   is   a   rather   facile   and   superficial   assessment:   the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
34  David  Monaghan,  The  Falklands  War:  Myth  and  Countermyth   (Basingstoke:  Macmillan  Press  
Ltd,  1998),  28.  Monaghan  here  fails  to  see  that  in  the  British  settler-­‐‑colonial  world,  the  empire  
had  always  been  seen  as  ‘a  cold  wet  and  green  place  inhabited  by  white  people’.  More  on  this  
in  the  next  section.    
35  Klaus  Dodds,  Pink  Ice:  Britain  and  the  South  Atlantic  Empire  (London:  I.B.  Tauris,  2002),  xx.  
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importance  of   the  Falklands   campaign,  he   contends,   ‘lay  not   in   the   theatre   of  war,  
nor   even   in   its   cause,   the   clash   of   sovereign   claims,   but   in   its   political   control   and  
operational   techniques’.36  This   is  not  unlike  Ronald  Hyam’s  view  of   the  conflict:  he  
claims  that  the  Falklands  was  ‘in  truth  only  a  bizarre  footnote  to  empire,  a  marginal  
atavistic   gesture’.37  Similarly,   Andrew   Thompson,   while   acknowledging   a   certain  
‘lingering   nostalgia   for   empire’   or   for   ‘a   colonial   past’   during   the   Falklands  War,  
nonetheless   rejects   the   claim   that   it   is   ‘an   example   of   an   “atavistic   imperialism”’,  
basing  his  assessment  on  the  evidence  from  opinion  polls  that  show  a  large  minority  
in  Britain  opposing  the  decision  to  go  to  war.  This  he  sees  as  proof  that  there  was  no  
‘unrestrained  or  unthinking  jingoism’,  since  many  people,  including  those  in  favour  
of   recovering   the   Islands,   realised   that   the   Falklands   were   ‘an   anachronism,   a  
hangover   from   a   colonial   past   that   Britain   had   more   of   a   duty   than   a   desire   to  
defend’.38    
Approaching   the  matter   from   a   different   angle,   Richard  Vinen,   an   historian   of   the  
Thatcher  era,  disagrees  with  those  who  ‘came  to  look  at  Thatcherism  having  worked  
on  earlier  periods  of  British  history’,  and  who  were,  therefore,  ‘very  exercised  by  the  
occasional   references   of   Thatcherites   to   the   nineteenth   century   or   to   “Victorian  
values”’. 39   He   rejects   the   argument   that   the   conflict   was   the   beginning   of   an  
‘imperial’   phase   in   Thatcher'ʹs   government,   partly   because   this   supposed  
‘rebranding’  of  Thatcher  has  never  been  satisfactorily  spelt  out—some  claiming  that  
she  became  both  ‘late  imperial’  and  ‘little  Englander’  at  the  same  time,  for  example.40  
The  political   effects   of   the  war,   he   adds,   are   ‘more  difficult   to   assess’.  While   some  
would   argue   that   ‘a   new   kind   of   political   patriotism’   was   brought   about   by   the  
conflict,   he   believes   that   popular   views   were   often   far   subtler   ‘than   the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
36  D.  George  Boyce,  The  Falklands  War  (Basingstoke:  Palgrave  Macmillan,  2005),  3,  221.  
37  Ronald  Hyam,  Britain’s  Declining  Empire:  The  Road  to  Decolonisation,  1918–1968  (Cambridge:  
Cambridge  University  Press,  2006),  329.  This  is  another  example  of  how  basic  textbooks  often  
gesture  in  either  a  maximalist  or  minimalist  direction  when  dealing  with  this  issue.  
38  Andrew  Thompson,  ‘Afterword:  The  Imprint  of  Empire’,  in  Britain’s  Experience  of  Empire  in  
the   Twentieth   Century,   ed.   Andrew   Thompson,   The   Oxford   History   of   the   British   Empire  
Companion  Series  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  2012),  206,  26.  
39  Richard  Vinen,  Thatcher’s  Britain:  The  Politics  and  Social  Upheaval  of  the  Thatcher  Era  (London:  
Simon  &  Schuster,  2009),  6.  
40  Vinen,  Thatcher’s  Britain,  149–50.  
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pronouncements   of   their   representatives   suggested’.   Perhaps,   he   adds,   ‘the   most  
important   “Falklands   factor”   may   have   worked   on   the   Left’,   in   that   there   was   a  
prevalent   ‘sense  of   lost  confidence  on  the  part  of   its   leaders  in  their  ability  to   judge  
the  public  mood’.41    
Some   minimalists   express   their   arguments   in   more   trenchant   terms.   G.M.   Dillon  
unequivocally  states  that  ‘the  Falklands  was  not  an  assertion  of  pseudo-­‐‑imperialistic  
designs   in   the   South   Atlantic’,   or   even   ‘a   reflection   of   an   imperial   habit   of   mind  
which  lies  dormant  in  Britain’s  policy  process’.  The  evidence,  he  argues,  shows  that  
‘the   imperial   (now   termed   global)   impulse   has   been   almost   completely   expunged  
from   British   external   policy’. 42   Likewise,   David   Reynolds   insists   that   the   post-­‐‑
Falklands  War   period   ‘did   not   portend   a   global   policy   of   proud   neo-­‐‑imperialism’,  
since   other   ‘post-­‐‑colonial   headaches’—Rhodesia,   Ireland   and   Hong   Kong—met   a  
different   fate.43  Not   surprisingly,   among   these   more   assertive   minimalists   we   also  
find  Bernard  Porter   (a   staunch  minimalist   in   the  metropolitan   impact  debate),  who  
contends  that  the  Falklands  War  ‘was  an  accident’.  There  was  ‘no  imperial  rationale’  
to  it,  he  adds,  because  the  Islands  were  not  defended  ‘for  profit,  or  for  the  security  of  
her  sea-­‐‑lanes,  or  for  the  material  or  spiritual  good  of  anyone’.  Instead,  Britain  fought  
‘for   a   principle   (to   resist   aggression)’,   out   of   wounded   pride   and   ‘possibly   for  
electoral  profit’.  He  emphatically  states  that  the  popular  jingoism  characteristic  of  the  
war  was  ‘not  at  all  an  imperial  one,  one,  that  is,  that  revealed  a  particular  imperial  as  
against   a   merely   national   pride’.   Whatever   may   have   seemed   imperial   about   the  
Falklands  was  ‘for  show’;  the  South  Atlantic  conflict  ‘did  not  indicate  in  the  least  that  
“imperialism”  proper  was  about  to  be  resurrected,  even  if  that  had  been  practicable;  
or  that  anyone  intended  it  should  be’.44    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
41  Ibid.,  151–53.  
42  G.M.   Dillon,   Public   Opinion   and   the   Falklands   Conflict   (Lancaster:   Centre   for   the   Study   of  
Arms  Control  and  International  Security,  University  of  Lancaster,  1984),  2.  
43  David  Reynolds,  Britannia  Overruled:  British  Policy  and  World  Power  in  the  Twentieth  Century  
(London:  Longman,  1991;  reprint,  1998),  261.  
44  Bernard   Porter,  The   Lion’s   Share:   A   Short   History   of   British   Imperialism,   1850–2004,   4th   ed.  
(Harlow:  Pearson  Longman,  2004),  342.  
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Looking   at   the   wider   context   of   Thatcherite   politics,   Philip   Lynch   tackles   the  
maximalist   view   by   stressing   that   those   oft-­‐‑highlighted   ‘imperialist   trappings   of  
Conservative  patriotic  discourse’  were  in  fact  ‘absent  in  other  areas  of  the  Thatcherite  
politics   of   nationhood’.   Thatcherism,   he   adds,   ‘sought   economic   renewal   and   a  
revived   national   identity   free   from   myths   of   Empire’.   He   does   not   deny   certain  
‘imperialist   echoes   in  Conservative  discourse  during   the  Falklands   conflict’,   but  he  
places   them   in   contrast   with   ‘the   general   post-­‐‑imperialist   orientation   of   the  
Thatcherite  politics  of  nationhood’.45  This  point   is  backed  by  Richard  Whiting,  who  
emphasises  that  the  real  principle  at  stake  (the  defence  of  the  Islanders’  right  to  self-­‐‑
determination)   was   in   itself   ‘corrosive   of   imperial   authority’,   confirming   that  
‘Thatcher’s  was   a   post-­‐‑imperial   conservatism’.   Far   from   signalling   a   resurgence   of  
imperialism,  this  ‘showed  just  how  irreversible  was  the  detachment  from  empire  that  
had   been   at   the   heart   of   mainstream   British   politics   for   so   long’.   This   is   further  
demonstrated,  he  argues,  by  the  fact  that,  where  Thatcher  ‘had  been  able  to  insist  on  
her   views   to   the   point   of   successful   resolution,   namely   in   the   Falklands  War,   the  
achievement  of  a  national  purpose  had  been  shorn  of  imperial  significance.  Even  in  
her   contrary   stance’,   concludes  Whiting,   ‘Thatcher   confirmed   the   reality   of   a   post-­‐‑
imperial   British   politics’. 46   Most   recently   of   all,   John   Darwin   has   drawn   the  
conclusion   that  people  should   ‘almost   certainly  not’   see   in   the  decision   to   send   the  
Task  Force  to  the  South  Atlantic,  or  the  public  response  to  it,  ‘the  stirring  memories  
of  imperial  greatness’.  As  for  ‘London’s  casus  belli’,  he  mentions  the  centrality  of  the  
‘self-­‐‑determination’  of  the  Islanders—‘in  explicit  deference  to  the  values  of  the  post-­‐‑
colonial  order’—also  adding  that   the  Prime  Minister  and  her  advisers  were   ‘careful  
to  avoid  any  “imperial”  language’.  Her  decision  was  certainly  not  ‘a  throwback  to  an  
“imperial”   mentality’;   and   despite   the   emphasis   on   ‘Britain’s   special   status   in   the  
world  (its  “greatness”)’  and  Mrs  Thatcher’s   ‘susceptibility   to   the  aura  of  Churchill’,  
he  contends  that  she  was  probably  driven  by  ‘fear  that  the  failure  to  confront—and  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
45   Philip   Lynch,   Politics   of   Nationhood:   Sovereignty,   Britishness,   and   Conservative   Politics  
(Basingstoke:  Palgrave  Macmillan,  1998),  57,  64.  
46  Richard   Whiting,   ‘Empire   and   British   Politics’,   in   Britain’s   Experience   of   Empire   in   the  
Twentieth   Century,   ed.   Andrew   Thompson,   The   Oxford   History   of   the   British   Empire  
Companion  Series  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  2012),  206,  08.  
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defeat—the   Argentine   challenge   would   simply   confirm   post-­‐‑imperial   Britain’s  
catastrophic   decline   as   a  major   power   in   the  wake   of   the   economically   disastrous  
1970s’,   as   well   as   its   likely   ‘collateral   damage’   and   its   impact   on   the   special  
relationship  with  the  United  States.47  
Finally,   there   are   those   who   do   not   easily   fit   any   classification. 48   Lawrence  
Freedman’s  magnum  opus,  the  Official  History  of  the  Falklands  Campaign,  can  be  placed  
in  the  minimalist  camp  insofar  as  it  avoids  any  engagement  with  the  imperial  aspects  
of   the   conflict.  By  default,  he   essentially   contends   that   they   largely  had  no   impact.  
This   stance  was   already   evident   in   a   1982   essay   in  Foreign  Affairs,  where   he   stated  
that  the  Falklands  ‘was  a  curiously  old-­‐‑fashioned  war’,  but  only  with  regard  to  ‘the  
character   of   the   military   operations,   the   clarity   of   the   issues   at   stake   and   the  
unambiguous  outcome’.   Indeed,   his   acknowledgement   that   the   ‘war  was   a   strange  
and   atavistic   interlude   for   Britain’   did   not   lead   him   in   any   way   to   consider   its  
imperial   dimensions.49  He   takes   a   similar   approach   in   his   recent   Official   History.  
When   he   cites  Margaret   Thatcher’s   July   1982   Cheltenham   speech,   for   instance,   he  
omits  the  more  overtly  ‘imperial’  passages.50  Indeed,  his  one  explicit  reference  to  the  
debate  appears  in  the  very  last  sentence  of  his  massive  two-­‐‑volume  work:  ‘while  in  
many   respects   this   conflict   still   stands   out   as   an   anomaly   in   recent   international  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
47  John   Darwin,   ‘Memory   of   Empire   in   Britain:   A   Preliminary   View’,   in  Memories   of   Post-­‐‑
Imperial   Nations:   The   Aftermath   of   Decolonization,   1945–2013,   ed.   Dietmar   Rothermund  
(Cambridge:  Cambridge  University  Press,  2015),  30–31.  
48  Two  outstanding  recent  contributions  can  also  be  mentioned  here:  Martín  González’s  work  
on   the   genesis   of   the   conflict   during   the   1960s   and  Aaron  Donaghy’s   impressive   study   of  
British  government  policy  on  the  Falklands  dispute  during  the  Labour  governments  of  1974–
79.   While   they   both   acknowledge   the   importance   of   the   post-­‐‑imperial   context,   neither  
addresses   the   specifically   imperial   dimensions   of   the   Falklands   dispute.   Martín   Abel  
González,  The  Genesis  of  the  Falklands  (Malvinas)  Conflict,  ed.  Effie  G.H.  Pedaliu  and  John  W.  
Young,   Security,   Conflict   and   Cooperation   in   the   Contemporary   World   (Basingstoke:  
Palgrave  Macmillan,   2014);  Aaron  Donaghy,  The  British  Government   and   the  Falkland   Islands,  
1974–79,  ed.  Effie  G.H.  Pedaliu  and  John  W.  Young,  Security,  Conflict  and  Cooperation  in  the  
Contemporary  World  (Basingstoke:  Palgrave  Macmillan,  2014).  
49  Lawrence  Freedman,  ‘The  War  of  the  Falkland  Islands,  1982’,  Foreign  Affairs  61,  no.  1  (1982),  
196,  210.  
50  See  Lawrence  Freedman,  The  Official  History  of   the  Falklands  Campaign:  War  and  Diplomacy,  
2nd  ed.,  2  vols.,  vol.  II  (London:  Routledge,  2007),  729ff.  
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history,   the   last   war   of   a   past   imperial   era’,   he   says,   ‘in   others   it   can   now   be  
recognised  as  one  of  the  first  of  the  coming  post  cold-­‐‑war  era’.51    
Another  author  who  defies   classification—though   for  different   reasons—is  Stephen  
Howe,   cited   above   among   the   early  maximalists.   His   recent   work   is   arguably   the  
most   considered   engagement   with   the   imperial   dimensions   of   the   Falklands  War.  
Taking   a   second   look   at   the   issue   with   the   benefit   of   hindsight,   Howe   explicitly  
attempts  to  place  the  Falklands  War  in  a  ‘coherent  single  “end  of  empire”  narrative—
one   which   places   the   Thatcher   era   clearly   within   a   more   capacious   account   of  
decolonisation,   both   external   and   internal’.52  His   conclusions,   nonetheless,   seem   to  
point  in  the  opposite  direction.  He  does  not  find  any  significant  imperial  influences  
that   may   have   shaped   Thatcher’s   views   in   her   formative   years.   Looking   at   the  
reasons   for   going   to   war   and   other   contemporaneous   issues,   he   argues   that   the  
Falklands  War  ‘was  certainly  not  part  of  some  broad  pattern  of  seeking  to  maintain  
political   control  of  overseas  possessions’.53  And  while  he   concedes   that   there  was  a  
prevalent   ‘revived   “Churchillism”’   in   Britain   at   the   time,   he  maintains   that   it   was  
confined   to   the   Falklands,   rather   than  manifesting   itself   in   other   contemporaneous  
crises   (one  of   the  most  prominent  being   the  Grenada  crisis   in  October  1983,  during  
which  sovereignty  was  by  no  means  the  main  priority).54  Going  beyond  the  obvious,  
superficially   ‘imperial’   elements   of   a  war   over   a   colonial   possession,   he   concludes  
that   the   Falklands   campaign   was   a   hybrid:   it   was   both   a   ‘war   of   defence   against  
another  state’s  act  of  aggression’  and  a   foreshadowing  of   ‘the  post-­‐‑colonial  wars  of  
intervention  that  have  become  so  familiar  in  the  more  recent  past’.55  The  subtlety  of  
his  argument  becomes  more  evident  when  this  is  read  in  the  light  of  his  longer-­‐‑term  
assessment  of  British  foreign  affairs,  in  the  aftermath  of  the  invasions  of  Afghanistan  
and   Iraq   in   the   early   2000s.   ‘On   that   century-­‐‑long   perspective,   the   Thatcher   years  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
51  Freedman,  Official  History  II,  642.  
52  Stephen  Howe,   ‘Decolonisation  and   Imperial  Aftershocks:  The  Thatcher  Years’,   in  Making  
Thatcher’s  Britain,   ed.  Ben   Jackson  and  Robert   Saunders   (Cambridge:  Cambridge  University  
Press,  2012),  234.  
53  Howe,  ‘Imperial  Aftershocks’,  239.  
54  Ibid.,  243–44.  
55  Ibid.,  242–43.  
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were   just   an   episode   in   a   continuing,   in   some   respects   remarkably   unchanging,  
imperial  story:  but  an  episode  when  it  was  both  too  late,  and  too  soon,  for  empire  to  
dare  speak   its  name’.56  Thus  while  he  could  be  classed  as  a  maximalist   in  his  belief  
that   imperial   legacies,   broadly   speaking,   continued   to   become   manifest   in   British  
political  culture,  he  is  clearly  a  minimalist  when  it  comes  to  the  Falklands  per  se.  His  
scepticism   stems   from   his   doubts   as   to   ‘how   significant,   indeed   how   clearly  
identifiable   and  distinguishable,  may  be   the   specifically   “post-­‐‑imperial”   aspects’   of  
the  Falklands  War  and  other  contemporaneous  debates  and  events.57  He  thus  leaves  
the  door  ajar  for  other  possible  interpretations.  
A  debate  in  need  of  re-­‐‑interpretation  
Looking   at   the   arguments   from   both   sides,   we   can   see   that   they   each   contain  
persuasive   elements:   maximalist   arguments   at   the   very   least   force   historians   to  
engage   with   the   clearly   manifest   imperial   dimensions   of   the   Falklands   War  
(significant  or  otherwise);  while  minimalist  views  provide  a  healthy  check   to  hasty  
conclusions,   often   more   sober   and   measured   than   their   counterparts.   Yet   it   also  
seems   clear   that   we   have   reached   a   point   where   the   ‘maximalism-­‐‑minimalism’  
dichotomy   has   taken   on   the   characteristics   of   a   polemic   rather   than   a   research  
problem  capable  of   empirical  verification.  There   is   a   tendency   to  adopt  entrenched  
views,  with  little  reflection  over  the  terms  and  categories  used.  It  is  worth  looking  at  
the   key   concepts   deployed   in   the   debate,   as   they   reveal   the   root   causes   of   the  
stalemate.  
The  maximalists   draw   on   a  wide   variety   of   terms   and   expressions:   ‘Churchillism’  
(meaning  passion   for   national   sovereignty   and  pride);   the  preservation  of   ‘“Great”  
Britain   and   its   imperial   order’;   ‘nineteenth-­‐‑century   magic’;   ‘echoes   of   the   earlier  
period   of   popular   imperialism’;   ‘a   sediment   in   the   consciousness   of   the   British  
people’;   nineteenth   century   ‘imperial   warfare’;   the   ‘primordial   survival   of   an  
imperial   nerve’;   a   ‘bizarre   imperial   episode’;   the   ‘British   lion’;   the   ‘nadir   of   the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
56  Ibid.,  251.  
57  Ibid.,  247–48.  
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imperial  atavism’;  a  ‘revealingly  imperial  sentiment’;  ‘British  power  and  glory’;  ‘old,  
belligerent,   imperial   emotions’;   ‘phantom   feelings’.   The   minimalists   are   equally  
prolific,   objecting   to   labels   such   as:   the   ‘last   gasp   of   British   imperial   policing’;  
‘imperial   reassertion’;   a   ‘colonial   war’;   a   ‘throwback’   to   Victorian   Britain;   ‘an  
assertion   of   pseudo-­‐‑imperialistic   designs’;   a   ‘lingering   nostalgia   for   empire’;   an  
‘unrestrained  or  unthinking  jingoism’;  a  dormant  ‘imperial  habit  of  mind’;   ‘a  global  
policy   of   proud   neo-­‐‑imperialism’;   an   ‘imperial   rationale’;   an   imperial   ‘casus   belli’;  
‘imperial   language’;   the   resurrection   of   ‘“imperialism”   proper’;   ‘imperial  
significance’;   a   ‘broad   pattern   of   seeking   to   maintain   political   control   of   overseas  
possessions’;  ‘imperial  aftershocks’;  all  of  which  might  fall  within  the  general  rubric  
of  ‘atavistic  imperialism’.  The  word  ‘atavism’  is  of  course  highly  problematic,  as  it  is  
heavily   laden  with   the  stigma  of   retrograde   instincts   rooted   in   the  past   that   thwart  
the   natural   progress   towards   a   better,   more   enlightened   future.   It   harks   back   to  
Joseph   Schumpeter’s   declaration   of   1919   that   ‘Imperialism   thus   is   atavistic   in  
character’.   By   this   he  meant   that   it  was   one   of   the   ‘surviving   features   from   earlier  
ages   that   play   such   an   important   part   in   every   concrete   social   situation’.   Its   roots  
were  in  ‘the  living  conditions,  not  of  the  present,  but  of  the  past’;  and  its  effects  could  
be  perceived  in  ‘the  social  structure,  in  individual,  psychological  habits  of  emotional  
reaction’.58  
In  any  case,  with  such  a  vast  array  of  concepts,  it  is  difficult  to  know  to  what  extent  
these  authors  are  all  addressing   the  same   issues.   Indeed,  what   is   interesting   is   that  
rarely  do  they  seek  to  explain  what  they  mean  by  the  different  shorthands  they  use.  
Yet  if  there  is  a  common  denominator,  it  is  the  association  of  the  term  ‘empire’  with  
one   particular   type   of   imperial   experience:   memories,   emotions   and   attitudes  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
58  Joseph   Schumpeter,   Imperialism   &   Social   Classes:   Two   Essays,   trans.,   Heinz   Norden   (New  
York:  Meridian   Books,   1955),   65.   In   a   sense,   Schumpeter   was   pre-­‐‑empted   by   J.A.   Hobson,  
who  argued  in  1902  that  the  ‘new  imperialism’  of  the  turn  of  the  century  was  unethical,  and  
that   ‘the   conscious,   deliberate   adoption   of   this   standard   at   an   age  when   the   intercourse   of  
nations   and   their   interdependence   for   all   essentials   of   human   life   grow   ever   closer,   is   a  
retrograde   step   fraught   with   grave   perils   to   the   cause   of   civilization’.   J.A.   Hobson,  
Imperialism:  A  Study  (New  York:  Cosimo  Classics,  2005),  15.  Hobson  did  not,  however,  use  the  
term   ‘atavism’.   For  more   on   anti-­‐‑imperial   critics,   see  Nicholas  Owen,   ‘Critics   of   Empire   in  
Britain’,   in   The   Twentieth   Century,   ed.   Judith   Brown   and   Wm.   Roger   Louis,   The   Oxford  
History  of  the  British  Empire  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  1999).  
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stemming  from  political  control  over  colonial  possessions  around  the  globe,  imperial  
wars   (and   two  World  Wars),   the  Navy,   the  celebration  of   imperial  pride  and  glory  
and  so  on.   In   this  perception,  empire   tends   to  be   framed   in   terms  of  what  Bernard  
Porter   calls   ‘dominating   imperialism’:   a   self-­‐‑conscious   and   deliberate   will   to   rule  
other  parts  of   the  globe.59  It   is,  of  course,  by  no  means  irrelevant  to  foreground  this  
aspect  of  empire;  in  1982,  these  tropes  circulated  widely  in  the  public  sphere,  which  
seemed   extraordinary   coming   decades   after   the   empire’s   formal   dissolution.   Yet  
neither   side   has   looked   beyond   brief   and   shallow   assumptions   about   ‘dominating  
imperialism’   to   consider   other,   less   obvious   imperial   atavisms   at  work.   This   is   the  
gap  that  this  thesis  sets  out  to  fill.  
Just   as   the   debate   about   how  much   empire   ‘mattered’   in  metropolitan   Britain   has  
moved  away  from  the  notion  of   ‘impact’   (acquiring  a  new  emphasis  on   ‘the  “sheer  
porousness”   of   the   divide’),60  so   too   the   debate   on   the   imperial   dimensions   of   the  
Falklands  War  needs  to  distance  itself  from  a  narrow  conception  of  empire  recoiling  
on   the   home   front.   It   needs   to   move   beyond   the   stale   question   of   whether   the  
Falklands  constituted  a  revival  of  ‘imperialism’  per  se  or  indeed  whether  it  revealed  a  
lingering   lust   for   imperial   glory   in   the   British   people.   Even   though   the   Falkland  
Islands   were   a   colony—and   treated   and   regarded   as   such   by   the   UK—their  
population   was   largely   made   up   of   descendants   of   British   settlers,   who   largely  
considered  themselves   ‘British’  and  were  governed  by  tacit  consent—a  point  which  
sits  uneasily  with  claims  resting  on  a  ‘dominant  imperial’  streak.61  Thus  I  shall  try  to  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
59  Porter,  Lion’s  Share,  312–13.  
60  Stuart   Ward,   ‘The   Mackenzian   Moment   in   Retrospect   (or   How   One   Hundred   Volumes  
Bloomed)’,   in   Writing   Imperial   Histories,   ed.   Andrew   Thompson   (Manchester:   Manchester  
University  Press,  2013),  29.  
61  Recent   decades   have   seen   the   flourishing   of   the   ever   more   influential   model   of   settler  
colonialism.  However,  since  its  focus  is  largely  on  a  triangular  relationship  between  settlers,  
colonial  ‘metropole’  and  indigenous  people,  perhaps  it  is  less  relevant  in  the  Falklands’  case,  
since   there   were   no   indigenous   people   in   the   Islands   when   they   were   first   settled.   See  
Lorenzo  Veracini,  Settler  Colonialism:  A  Theoretical  Overview  (Basingstoke:  Palgrave  Macmillan,  
2010);  Lorenzo  Veracini,   ‘“Settler  Colonialism”:  Career  of   a  Concept’,   Journal   of   Imperial   and  
Commonwealth  History  41,  no.  2  (2013);  Patrick  Wolfe,  Settler  Colonialism  and  the  Transformation  
of  Anthropology:  The  Politics  and  Poetics  of  an  Ethnographic  Event  (London:  Cassell,  1999);  Patrick  
Wolfe,   ‘Settler  Colonialism  and  the  Elimination  of  the  Native’,  Journal  of  Genocide  Research  8,  
no.  4  (2006);  Fiona  Bateman  and  Lionel  Pilkington,  eds.,  Studies  in  Settler  Colonialism:  Politics,  
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cast  further  light  on  this  debate  by  focusing  on  an  aspect  of  the  imperial  experience  
that  both  sides   seem   largely   to   ignore:   the   recrudescence  of   the  notion  of   ‘kith  and  
kin’,   the   British   family,   often   referred   to   as   the   ‘British   world’,   ‘British   race  
patriotism’  or  ‘Greater  Britain’.62  Although  empire  was  certainly  (indeed,  principally)  
about  global  dominance,  it  also  gave  vent  to  an  expansive  Britishness  that  embraced  
a  global  community,  serving  to  unite  peoples  from  the  remotest  corners  of  the  earth  
in   the  belief   that   they   shared   a   common   identity,   a   common   culture,   and   common  
material   interests.   While   sentiments   of   Greater   Britain   had   been   out   of   vogue   for  
decades   by   1982,   it   will   be   argued   here   that   the   assumptions   and   sentiments   it  
embodied  survived.    
Taking  up  Howe’s   challenge,   this   thesis  will   analyse   ‘how   significant,   indeed  how  
clearly   identifiable   and   distinguishable,   may   be   the   specifically   “post-­‐‑imperial”  
aspects’  of  the  Falklands  War.  I  will  set  out  to  show  that  the  idea  of  Greater  Britain  
may   provide   a   valuable   contribution   to   the   imperial   atavism   thesis,   helping   it   to  
move  away   from   the  maximalism-­‐‑minimalism  dichotomy  and   from   the   ideological  
blinkers  that  have  often  marred  the  discussion.  
‘A  great  homogeneous  people’:  the  intellectual  origins  of  the  idea  of  Greater  Britain  
The   term   ‘Greater   Britain’   was   first   coined   in   the   Victorian   period.   The   Liberal  
politician   and  writer   Sir   Charles  Wentworth   Dilke   chose   it   as   the   title   of   his   1868  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Identity   and   Culture   (Basingstoke:   Palgrave   Macmillan,   2011);   Annie   E.   Coombes,   ed.  
Rethinking  Settler  Colonialism:  History   and  Memory   in  Australia,  Canada,  Aotearoa  New  Zealand  
and  South  Africa  (Manchester:  Manchester  University  Press,  2006);  Caroline  Elkins  and  Susan  
Pedersen,  eds.,  Settler  Colonialism  in  the  Twentieth  Century:  Projects,  Practices,  Legacies  (London:  
Routledge,  2005);  Mahmood  Mamdani,   ‘Settler  Colonialism:  Then  and  Now’,  Critical  Inquiry  
41,  no.  3  (2015);  Rosaura  Sánchez  and  Beatrice  Pita,  ‘Rethinking  Settler  Colonialism’,  American  
Quarterly  66,  no.  4  (2014).  
62  Exceptions  include  Klaus  Dodds,  whose  chapter  on  the  ‘kith  and  kin’  relationship  between  
the  Islands  and  Britain  constitutes  a  significant—albeit  short—contribution  to  this  area,  even  
if  he  does  not  explicitly  engage  with  the  idea  of  ‘Greater  Britain’;  Aaron  Donaghy,  who  gives  
some  consideration  to  the  fate  of  the  Kelpers  during  the  1970s  in  the  light  of  the  ‘abandoned  
Britons’  phenomenon  in  other  parts  of  the  British  world;  and  Stuart  Ward,  who  has  recently  
argued  that  Mrs  Thatcher’s  statements  during  her  speech  at  Cheltenham  in  July  1982  were  ‘a  
throwback  to  the  Dilkean  idea  of  “Greater  Britain”’.  Dodds,  Pink  Ice,  118–41;  Donaghy,  British  
Government,  14–19;  Ward,  ‘Mackenzian  Moment’,  36.  
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travelogue  Greater  Britain,  which  detailed  his  experiences  following  ‘England  round  
the  world’.  At  a  time  when  globetrotting  was  becoming  more  widely  practised,  Dilke  
was  particularly  struck  not  so  much  by  the  diversity  of  the  places  he  visited,  but  by  
the   thread   uniting   them   all.   As   he   famously   observed,   although   ‘climate,   soil,  
manners   of   life   [and]   mixture   with   other   peoples   had   modified   the   blood   …   in  
essentials  the  race  was  always  one’.63  His  travels  had  taught  him  about  ‘the  grandeur  
of   our   race,   already  girdling   the   earth,  which   it   is  destined,  perhaps,   eventually   to  
overspread’.   Crucially,   though   it  would   expand   numerically,   he   believed   it  would  
preserve   ‘one   national   character   and   one   tongue’.   He   predicted   a   ‘universal  
dominion   of   the   English   people’,   after   a   struggle   against   ‘the   cheaper   races’,   from  
which  ‘Saxondom  will  rise  triumphant’.64  Yet  he  did  not  see  himself  as  an  imperialist.  
As  a  young  radical,  he  declared  himself  against   ‘mere   imperialism,  where  one  man  
rules   and   the   rest   are   slaves’.65  Douglas   Lorimer   argues   that   Dilke   is   commonly  
misunderstood   ‘as   one   of   the   important   sources   of   a   more   vigorous   Anglo-­‐‑Saxon  
racism’;   often   he   advocated   a   very  different   set   of   values,   supporting   the   rights   of  
former  slaves  in  the  West  Indies  and  becoming  a  key  parliamentary  spokesperson  for  
the  Aboriginal   Protection   Society   around   the   turn   of   the   century.66  His   stance  was  
closer  to  the  idea  of  assimilation,  ‘enshrined  in  the  ideology  of  the  civilizing  mission  
and  most  extensively  promulgated  by  the  anti-­‐‑slavery  and  missionary  movements’.67  
And  although  he  did  not  mince  his  words  about  the  racial  superiority  of  the  Anglo-­‐‑
Saxon   race,   his   social  Darwinism  was  not   explicitly   based  on  Darwinian  biological  
concepts   such   as   natural   selection.68  The   entity   he   called   ‘Saxondom’,   the   ‘English  
race’   or   ‘Greater   Britain’   comprised,   in   his   early   writings,   America,   Australia   and  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
63  Charles  Wentworth   Dilke,  Greater   Britain:   A   Record   of   Travel   in   English-­‐‑Speaking   Countries  
During  1866  and  1867,  2  vols.,  vol.  I  (London:  Macmillan  and  Co.,  1868),  vii.  
64  Charles  Wentworth   Dilke,  Greater   Britain:   A   Record   of   Travel   in   English-­‐‑Speaking   Countries  
During  1866  and  1867,  2  vols.,  vol.  II  (London:  Macmillan  and  Co.,  1868),  405–06.  
65  Dilke,  Greater  Britain  II,   367.   cf.  Bill  Schwarz,  The  White  Man’s  World,   3  vols.,  Memories  of  
Empire,  vol.  I  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  2011),  74.  
66  Douglas  Lorimer,   ‘From  Victorian  Values  to  White  Virtues:  Assimilation  and  Exclusion  in  
British  Racial  Discourse,  c.1870–1914’,  in  Rediscovering  the  British  World,  ed.  Phillip  A.  Buckner  
and  R.  Douglas  Francis  (Calgary:  University  of  Calgary  Press,  2005),  119–20.  
67  Lorimer,  ‘Victorian  Values’,  118.  
68  cf.   Paul   Crook,   Darwin’s   Coat-­‐‑Tails:   Essays   on   Social   Darwinism   (New   York:   Peter   Lang  
Publishing  Inc.,  2007),  31–32,  160–61.  
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India.69  His  arguments  and  definitions  were  not  entirely  watertight,  however  (Greater  
Britain  was  a  travelogue,  not  a  political  treatise).  India’s  place  in  Greater  Britain  thus  
seems   ambiguous,   as   it   did   not   square   with   his   idea   of   racial   unity   as   a   defining  
factor,  while  his  thoughts  on  the  inclusion  of  the  United  States  would  later  clash  with  
what   became   the  more   generalised,   empire-­‐‑wide,   understanding  of  Greater  Britain  
(to  which  he  would  ultimately  yield).70  
Two   Regius   Professors   of   Modern   History   further   developed   this   concept   in   the  
1880s:   John   Robert   Seeley,   at   Cambridge,   and   James   Anthony   Froude,   at   Oxford.  
Seeley’s  Expansion  of  England,   labelled  by  historians  as   the   ‘Bible  of  Greater  Britain’  
and   ‘the   founding   text   of   British   imperial   historiography’,   had   a   very   immediate  
popular  appeal,  not  so  much  due  to  the  novelty  of  the  idea  as  to  the  fact  that  it  was  
put  so  succinctly  and  convincingly.71  Seeley  argued  that  people  in  Britain  ‘must  cease  
altogether   to   say   that  England   is   an   island  off   the  western   coast  of  Europe’.   It  was  
much   more   than   that:   ‘When   we   have   accustomed   ourselves   to   contemplate   the  
whole  Empire   together  and  call   it  all  England’,  he  declared,   ‘we  shall   see   that  here  
too   is   a   United   States.   Here   too   is   a   great   homogeneous   people,   one   in   blood,  
language,  religion  and  laws,  but  dispersed  over  a  boundless  space’.72  Calling  Greater  
Britain   ‘a   United   States’   was   not   simply   a   convenient   turn   of   phrase.  What   drove  
Seeley   to  write   about  Greater  Britain  was   the  desire   to   rid  Britain   of   the  prevalent  
apathy  about  the  empire,  which  had  developed  as  a  result  of  the  loss  of  the  American  
colonies   in   the   late   eighteenth   century.   There  was   a  widespread   belief,   in   Seeley’s  
view,  that  the  ‘second  Empire’  that  had  emerged  since  then  would  follow  the  same  
fate  as  the  first  one.  He  thus  set  out  to  show  that  Greater  Britain  was  different  to  the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
69  Dilke,  Greater  Britain  I,  vii.  
70  Charles  Wentworth  Dilke,  The  British  Empire  (London:  Chatto  &  Windus,  1899),  9.  
71  Duncan   Bell,   The   Idea   of   Greater   Britain:   Empire   and   the   Future   of   World   Order,   1860–1900  
(Princeton:  Princeton  University  Press,   2007),   50;   Stuart  Ward,   ‘Transcending   the  Nation:  A  
Global  Imperial  History?’,   in  After  the  Imperial  Turn:  Thinking  with  and  through  the  Nation,  ed.  
Antoinette  Burton  (Durham,  NC:  Duke  University  Press,  2003),  44;  John  Darwin,  The  Empire  
Project:   The   Rise   and   Fall   of   the   British   World-­‐‑System,   1830–1970   (Cambridge:   Cambridge  
University   Press,   2009),   147.   See   also   Peter   Burroughs,   ‘John   Robert   Seeley   and   British  
Imperial  History’,  Journal  of  Imperial  and  Commonwealth  History  1,  no.  2  (1973).  
72  John   Robert   Seeley,  The   Expansion   of   England:   Two  Courses   of   Lectures   (1883;   reprint,  New  
York:  Cosimo,  2005),  158–59.  
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empires  that  had  come  and  gone,  because  ‘the  secession  of  our  first  colonies  was  not  
a  mere   normal   result   of   expansion,   like   the   bursting   of   a   bubble,   but   the   result   of  
temporary   conditions,   removable   and   which   have   been   removed’.73   Indeed,   he  
argued  that  Greater  Britain  had  originated  during  the  ‘second  Hundred  Years’  War’  
straddling   the   seventeenth  and  eighteenth  centuries,   the   first   time   that   ‘the  Empire  
[had  fought]  as  a  whole’.74  Yet  the  advances  of  the  nineteenth  century  gave  Britain  a  
new  vitality.  Through  scientific  progress,  steam  had  become  ‘a  new  circulation’  and  
electricity   ‘a   new   nervous   system’   in   the   ‘political   organism’.   As   a   result   of   these  
developments,   Greater   Britain   had   not   only   become   possible,   but   ‘almost   a  
necessity’.75  And  thus,  this  ‘event  of  enormous  magnitude’  could  possibly  transform  
the  world.76  
Seeley’s  definition  of  Greater  Britain   included   the  United  Kingdom  and   ‘four  great  
groups   of   territory’:   Canada,   the  West   Indies,   Southern   Africa   and   the   Australian  
colonies   plus  New   Zealand—all   of   them   ‘inhabited   chiefly   or   to   a   large   extent   by  
Englishmen  and  subject  to  the  Crown’.  Though  this  assertion  was  largely  untrue  for  
most  of  those  territories  (with  large  numbers  of  either  Aboriginal  or  other  European  
inhabitants),   the   inclusion   of   the  West   Indies   revealed   a   particular   understanding,  
widespread   at   the   time,   of   ‘West   Indian’   as   ‘white   European’.77  An   additional   fifth  
component  was  India,  which,  conversely,  he  explicitly  placed  at  a  lower  level  within  
Greater  Britain  because  ‘[they  are  not]  of  our  own  blood’.78  Homogeneity  was  crucial:  
the   three   ‘ties’   that   held   states   together,   he   argued,   were   ‘community   of   race,  
community   of   religion,   community   of   interest’.79  Ideally,   state   and   nation   would  
coincide,   and   thus  Greater   Britain   could   also   be   defined   as   ‘an   enlargement   of   the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
73  Seeley,  Expansion,  15–16.  
74  Ibid.,  24–31.  
75  Ibid.,  74.  
76  Ibid.,  13.  
77  cf.  Armitage,  ‘Greater  Britain’,  430.  For  more  on  West  Indian  identity  and  the  British  world,  
see   Catherine   Hall,   ‘What   Did   a   British   World   Mean   to   the   British?   Reflections   on   the  
Nineteenth  Century’,  in  Rediscovering  the  British  World,  ed.  Phillip  A.  Buckner  and  R.  Douglas  
Francis   (Calgary:  University  of  Calgary  Press,  2005);  Anne  Spry  Rush,  Bonds  of  Empire:  West  
Indians  and  Britishness  from  Victoria  to  Decolonization  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  2011).  
78  Seeley,  Expansion,  10–11.  
79  Ibid.,  11.  
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English   state’,   which   carried   with   it   a   shared   nationality,   giving   it   strength   and  
endurance.80  Seeley  was  indeed  a  fervent  advocate  of  a  British  world-­‐‑state,  but  he  did  
not  see  Greater  Britain  as  an  ‘Empire  at  all  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word’:  it  ‘does  
not  consist  of  a  congeries  of  nations  held  together  by  force’,  he  declared,  ‘but  in  the  
main   of   one   nation,   as   much   as   if   it   were   no   Empire   but   an   ordinary   state’.81  He  
rejected   simplistic   explanations   based   on   racial   superiority   and   opposed   what   he  
called   the   ‘bombastic   school’,   since   he   believed   that   it   was   ‘the   authority   of   the  
English  state’  rather  than  race  ‘which  function[ed]  as  the  prime  mover’.82  
Only   three   years   after   the   first   publication   of   Seeley’s   Expansion   of   England,   James  
Anthony   Froude   published   another   bestselling   travelogue   about   Greater   Britain,  
entitled  Oceana  or  England  and  Her  Colonies.   Froude,   ‘one  of   the   foremost  historians  
and  political  commentators  of  the  age’,  was—like  Dilke  and  Seeley—a  proponent  of  
Greater   Britain,   yet   he   vehemently   opposed   imperial   federation.83  ‘An   “empire”   of  
Oceana’,   he   protested,   ‘there   cannot   be’,   because   ‘one   free   people   cannot   govern  
another   free   people’.84  Rather,   he   proposed   ‘a   “Commonwealth”   of   Oceana,   held  
together   by   common   blood,   common   interest,   and   a   common   pride   in   the   great  
position  which  unity   can   secure—such   a   commonwealth   as   this  may   grow   itself   if  
politicians   can   be   induced   to   leave   it   alone’.85  The   need   for   a   ‘Commonwealth   of  
Oceana’   was   driven   as   much   by   moral   exigencies   as   practical   considerations.   He  
urged   Britons   to   have   a   greater   appreciation   of   the   colonies,   which   were   often  
considered   a   financial   burden,   ‘a   mere   ornament,   a   useless   responsibility’.   Britain  
had  a  moral  duty  not  ‘to  cut  men  of  our  own  blood  and  race  thus  adrift  after  having  
encouraged   them   to   form   settlements   under   our   flag’.86  Yet   he  was   also   concerned  
with  the  moral  decay  of  Britain  at  the  time:  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
80  Ibid.,  42–46.  
81  Ibid.,  51.  See  also  Bell,  Idea  of  Greater  Britain,  108.  
82  Seeley,  Expansion,  295.  
83  Bell,  Idea  of  Greater  Britain,  143.  
84  James  Anthony  Froude,  Oceana  or  England  and  Her  Colonies  (London:  Longmans,  Green  and  
Co.,  1886;  reprint,  1912),  2.  
85  Froude,  Oceana,  10–11.  
86  Ibid.,  5–6.  
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The   wealth   of   a   nation   depends   in   the   long   run   upon   the   conditions,   mental   and  
bodily,  of  the  people  of  whom  it  consists,  and  the  experience  of  all  mankind  declares  
that  a  race  of  men  sound  in  soul  and  limb  can  be  bred  and  reared  only  in  the  exercise  
of   plough   and   spade,   in   the   free   air   and   sunshine,   with   country   enjoyment   and  
amusements,   never   amidst   foul   drains   and   smoke   blacks   and   the   eternal   clank   of  
machinery.87  
Thus   unity  with   Britons   across   the   seas  would   also   benefit   those   in   Britain,   as   the  
freedom  to  move   to   those   territories  would  allow  them  to  enjoy  a  healthier  rugged  
outdoor  life,  curing  the  nation  of  the  ills  brought  about  by  the  industrial  revolution.  
According   to  Bill  Schwarz,   these   three  writers   ‘made   the  conceptual  case,  based  on  
their   readings   of   a   global   Anglo-­‐‑British   ethnic   compact,   for   appreciating   the  
specificity   of   the   settler   colonies’,   and   one   of   their   key   contributions   was   the  
understanding  of  those  societies  not  as  places  ‘composed  of  conquered  natives  but  of  
peoples   equivalent   to   themselves’:   in   other   words,   as   ‘white’. 88   These   ideas,  
moreover,  were  not  the  exclusive  preserve  of  Dilke,  Seeley  and  Froude.  The  fact  that  
their  writings  sold  so  well  speaks  volumes  about  the  growing  popularity  of  Greater  
Britain  during  Queen  Victoria’s   reign  at   a   time  when  both  British  national   identity  
and   national   interest   were   becoming   increasingly   associated   with   matters   of  
empire.89  In   fact,   their  views  were   echoed   (often  with  very  different  hues)  by  other  
prominent  personalities  in  the  late  nineteenth  and  early  twentieth  centuries.  A  keen  
admirer   of   Seeley,   the   radical   politician   Joseph   Chamberlain   spoke   vehemently   in  
favour  of  imperial  federation,  uniting  the  different  components  of  the  empire  ‘so  that  
they  should  all  be  units  of  one  body,   that  one  should   feel  what  others   feel,   that  all  
should   be   equally   responsible,   that   all   should   have   a   share   in   the   welfare,   and  
sympathise  with  the  welfare  of  every  part’.90  Other  like-­‐‑minded  figures  included  the  
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88  Schwarz,  White  Man’s  World,  83–84.  
89  Ward,  ‘Transcending  the  Nation’,  44.  
90  Charles  Boyd,  ed.  Mr.  Chamberlain’s  Speeches,  vol.  1  (London:  Constable  and  Company  Ltd.,  
1914),  ‘The  colonies  are  independent’,  Speech  at  Rawtenstall,  8  July  1886.  
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Liberals  W.E.  Forster,  Lord  Rosebery  and  James  Bryce,  also  members  of  the  Imperial  
Federation  League,  founded  in  1884.91    
Yet   several   eminent   people   had   a   wider   conception   of   Greater   Britain   (following  
Dilke  and  Seeley).  Cecil  Rhodes,  for  instance,  argued  in  his  1878  ‘Confession  of  Faith’  
in  favour  of   the  colonisation  of  Africa,  reasoning  that   ‘more  territory  simply  means  
more  of   the  Anglo-­‐‑Saxon  race,  more  of   the  best,   the  most  human,  most  honourable  
race  the  world  possesses’.  His  understanding  of  the  ‘Anglo-­‐‑Saxon  race’  also  included  
the  United   States,  which   he   dreamt   to   recover   in   order   to  make   ‘the  Anglo-­‐‑Saxon  
race   but   one   Empire’.92  Benjamin   Disraeli,   whose   interests   lay  more   in   the  Middle  
East  and  India  than  the  settlement  colonies,  also  fostered  the  idea  that  Britons  should  
not   be   ‘content   to   be   a   comfortable   England’,   but   rather   ‘be   a   great   country,   an  
imperial   country’.93  A   key   figure   in   the   early   twentieth   century   was   Alfred   Lord  
Milner,  High  Commissioner  in  South  Africa  during  the  Boer  War.  His  ‘kindergarten’  
inspired   the   creation   of   the   Round   Table   movement   in   1909,   with   the   purpose   of  
finding   a   form   of   imperial   unity   between   Britain   and   Australia,   New   Zealand,  
Canada  and  South  Africa.94  A   central   feature  of   the  Round  Table  was   its  members’  
preference   for   the   term   ‘Commonwealth’   over   ‘empire’,   emphasising   the   free  
association   of   the   dominions   with   Britain.   The   equality   among   them,   in   fact,   was  
formally  endorsed  by  the  1926  Balfour  Declaration,  and  later  enshrined  in  the  Statute  
of  Westminster   of   1931.  Milner’s   own  vision,   spelt   out   in   his   posthumous   ‘Credo’,  
shows  his  close  affinity  in  many  regards  with  Seeley’s  notion  of  Greater  Britain.  ‘My  	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the   first  decade  of   the   twentieth  century.  The  Round  Table  movement,   led  by  Lionel  Curtis  
and  Philip  Kerr,  started  a  publication  in  1910,  the  Round  Table  journal,  under  the  guidance  of  
Alfred   Milner.   For   more   on   this,   see   Andrew   Thompson,   Imperial   Britain:   The   Politics,  
Economics,  and  Ideology  of  Empire,  c.1880–1932  (Oxon:  Routledge,  2000;  reprint,  2014),  68;  J.  Lee  
Thompson,  Forgotten  Patriot:  A  Life  of  Alfred,  Viscount  Milner  of  St  James’s  and  Cape  Town,  1854–
1925  (Cranbury,  NJ:  Associated  University  Press,  2007),  275–91.  
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patriotism  knows  no   geographical   but   only   racial   limits’,   he   pronounced.   ‘I   am   an  
Imperialist  and  not  a  Little  Englander  because  I  am  a  British  Race  Patriot’.  The  fate  of  
Britons  across  the  globe,  no  matter  how  far  from  England,  mattered  to  him:  ‘It  is  not  
the  soil  of  England,  dear  as  it  is  to  me,  which  is  essential  to  arouse  my  patriotism,  but  
the  speech,  the  tradition,  the  spiritual  heritage,  the  principles,   the  aspirations  of  the  
British   race’. 95   Here   was   a   conception   of   national   identity   entirely   devoid   of  
geographical  markers,  determined  only  by  race  and  tradition.  Though  the  details  of  
‘British   race  patriotism’  differed   from  one  advocate   to   the  next,   these   two  qualities  
bound  them  together.  
Greater  Britain:  concepts  and  method  
This  pervasive  worldview  was,  as  Phillip  Buckner  and  Carl  Bridge  have  written,   ‘a  
central   theme   in   British   imperial   historiography’   until   the   1960s.   With   the  
unravelling   of   empire,   however,   it   largely  disappeared,   not   only   from   the  political  
lexicon  but   also   the   everyday   assumptions   of   its   former   constituents.96  It   is   only   in  
relatively   recent   times   that   it   has   been   given   serious   attention   by   historians   of  
empire.   For   a   long   time,  Douglas  Cole’s   1971   essay   on   ‘Britannic   nationalism’   and  
J.G.A.  Pocock’s  1973  ‘plea’  for  an  integral  study  of  British  history  incorporating  that  
of   transoceanic   Britons   stood   isolated   in   the   field.97  Even   though   Linda   Colley’s  
Britons,  the  first  rigorous  and  comprehensive  study  of  Britishness,  was  published  in  
1992,  it  would  yet  take  a  quarter  of  a  century  for  Pocock’s  challenge  to  be  seriously  
taken  up—until,   in   June  1998,   a   conference  held  at   the   Institute  of  Commonwealth  
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Studies   in   London   set   out   to   reassess   the   idea   of   a   ‘British   world’.98  And   while  
Neville   Meaney   remarked   in   2003   that   the   study   of   British   identity   was   initially  
largely   constrained   to   the   four   nations   of   the   British   and   Irish   Isles,   a   number   of  
scholars   have   since   made   substantial   contributions   to   our   understanding   of   the  
‘British  world’.99  Here  I  will  focus  mainly  on  the  contribution  of  Duncan  Bell,  James  
Belich,  John  Darwin,  Simon  Potter,  Gary  Magee  and  Andrew  Thompson,  in  order  to  
delineate   the   key   features   that   comprise   the   modern   scholarly   concept   of   Greater  
Britain.    
The  nineteenth  century  political  context  is  crucial  to  understanding  the  emergence  of  
this   idea.  According   to  Bell,   key  driving   forces  were,  on   the  one  hand,   the   shifting  
balance  of  power  in  international  relations  and  the  rise  of  Germany,  Russia  and  the  
United   States,   which   encouraged   the   belief   that   ‘Britain   was   faltering   in   its   self-­‐‑
appointed   task  as   leader  of   the  “civilized”  world’;   and,  on   the  other,   the  advent  of  
democracy—a   positive   development   for   some,  who   saw   this   as   an   opportunity   to  
spread  Anglo-­‐‑Saxon  principles,  nevertheless  fostered  the  demand  for  a  massive  new  
polity.100  Yet  the  disagreement  over  what  this  meant  in  practice,  and  particularly  over  
the   shape  which  Greater  Britain  would   take,   led   some   to   advocate   a   constitutional  
Greater  Britain  (‘a  global  federal  state’,  embodied  in  the  Imperial  Federation  League),  
while   others   viewed   it   as   ‘a   single   transcontinental   political   community’.101  Both  
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forms   were   similarly   vague—as   was   the   identity   shared   among   the   globally  
dispersed  Britons.  As  Bell  argues,  ‘Greater  Britain  meant  different  things  to  different  
people’:   for   some,   it   was   the   whole   of   the   British   empire;   for   the   majority,   the  
settlement   colonies;   and   for   others,   it   was   the   Anglo-­‐‑Saxon   world   (including   the  
United  States).  But  it  was  precisely  there  that  ‘resided  both  its  wide  appeal  and  one  
of  its  chief  weaknesses’.102    
It  is  worth  emphasising,  of  course,  that  the  idea  of  Greater  Britain  was  not  created  by  
metropolitan   elites,   nor   did   it   descend   directly   from  Dilke,   Seeley   and   Froude.  As  
James   Curran   and   Stuart   Ward   rightly   point   out,   the   ‘many   kinds   of   settler  
Britishness   that   evolved   in   the  nineteenth   century  were   an   amalgam  of  globalising  
forces  adapted  to  local  imperatives’.  In  fact,  ‘the  requirements  of  local  geography  and  
demography  tended  to  frame  local  perceptions  of  the  meaning  and  purpose  of  being  
British’.  The  reasons  why  English  Canadians  identified  with  Britain  differed  to  those  
of   Australians,   New   Zealanders   and   English-­‐‑speaking   South   Africans.103  Andrew  
Thompson   adds   that   British   settler   identities   were   never   uniform,   and   varied  
according  to  geography,  ideology  and  ethnicity.104  He  points  out  that  Britishness  was  
not   merely   confined   to   people   of   British   descent,   but   was   often   embraced   by  
Africans,   for   instance,   as   a  mantle   of   protection   against   settler   domination.105  Thus  
loyalism  had  many  different  hues,   and  one  of   its   key  qualities  was   the   capacity   to  
encompass   a  wide   range   of   objects   of   loyalty:   the   British   government,   the   Crown,  
British   values,   an   ‘idea   of   “Britain”’. 106   Even   though   there   was   a   perceived  
interconnectivity,  the  British  world  was  the  sum  of  its  various  parts;  and  in  each  part  
there  was  a  distinctive  political  culture,  with  its  own  political  institutions—offshoots  
of   the   British   parliamentarian   tradition.   Relatedness   and   separateness   coexisted   in  	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this  concept.  Indeed,  it  was  ultimately  the  fact  that  each  of  the  components  of  Greater  
Britain  had  an  interest  in  claiming  to  be  part  of  the  whole  that  lent  the  British  world  
such  potency.  
Another   important   factor   in   the   emergence   of   the   idea   of   Greater   Britain   was   the  
massive  growth  in  emigration  rates,  with  characteristics  peculiar  to  the  British  world.  
In  Belich’s  words,   the   ‘Anglo  diaspora  began  earlier,  was  more  permanent,   and   its  
migrants   went   to   reproductions   of   their   own   society,   not   someone   else’s’. 107  
Revolutions   in   transport   and   communications   played   a   very   important   role   here,  
since   they   allowed  people   to   conceive  what   previously   had   been   inconceivable.   In  
this  sense,  Seeley’s  analogy  of  steam  becoming   ‘a  new  circulation’  and  electricity   ‘a  
new  nervous  system’  in  the  ‘political  organism’  was  highly  apposite.108  One  only  has  
to  think,  argues  John  Darwin,  of  the  changes  brought  about  by  the  steam  engine,  and  
by   the   rapidly   expanding   construction   of   railways,   which   both   made   the  
development   and   settlement   of   Greater   Britain   much   more   feasible   as   well   as  
creating   vested   interests   among   investors   to   promote   their   future   to   the   public   in  
Britain.  Moreover,  thanks  to  the  rapid  progress  in  communications  and  mobility,  ‘the  
settlement   colonies   came   to   look   less   like   the   random   results   of   demographic  
opportunism   and   more   like   the   links   in   an   imperial   “chain”,   part   of   a   system   of  
global  power’.  Yet  the  industrial  revolution  also  had  negative  effects  on  metropolitan  
Britain,   and   this   gave   the   settler   colonies   another   purpose.   Indeed,   simultaneous  
with  the  growth  of  emigration  and  return  migration  rates,  there  was  a  growing  belief  
that   the   social   costs   of   industrialisation   (poor   health,   loss   of   British   social   virtues)  
could   be   undone   in   the   colonies—where   there   was   ‘a   physically   and   morally  
healthier   climate’.109  This   generated   a   ‘cognitive   shift’,   which   made   it   conceivable,  
thanks   to   the   ‘annihilation   of   time’,   to   think   of   distant   lands   as   part   of   the   same  
polity.110  It  was,  in  some  sense,  the  realisation  of  Seeley’s  vision:  ‘If  Greater  Britain  in  
the   full   sense  of   the  phrase   really  existed,  Canada  and  Australia  would  be   to  us  as  	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Kent   and   Cornwall’. 111   This   ‘cognitive   shift’   among   late   Victorians,   moreover,  
revealed  itself  as  an  ‘enlargement  of  their  mental  horizons,  and  also  perhaps  in  their  
sense   of   identity’,   which   was   part   of   a   ‘new   imperial   outlook’,   replicated   in   the  
settlement  colonies.112    
Another   connected   factor,   according   to   Belich,   was   the   ‘shift   in   attitudes   to  
emigration’   in   the   nineteenth   century,   from   being   viewed   as   ‘social   excretion’   to  
acquiring  more  positive  connotations,  evident  in  the  use  of  terms  such  as  ‘colonist’,  
‘immigrant’   and   ‘settler’.113  In   conjunction   with   this,   a   crucial   component   was   the  
rising   ideology   of   ‘settlerism’,   promoted   both   by   upper   and   lower   classes   through  
‘booster’   or   emigrant   literature,   oral   communications   and   migrants’   letters.114  This  
ideology,   in   turn,   played   a   significant   role   in   the   creation   of   a   new,   transnational  
form   of   self-­‐‑identification,   as   it   ‘transferred   a   valued   identity   across   oceans   and  
mountains—not   simply   an   identity   as   Britons   or   Americans,   but   as   virtual  
metropolitans,   full   citizens   of   a   first-­‐‑world   society’.115  Moreover,   as   well   as   the  
increased  movement  of  goods  and  people,  this  period  was  characterised  by  a  greater  
flow  of  information,  argues  Simon  Potter,  which  could  also  have  a  significant  impact  
on  British  culture  and  identities.  Private  or  individual  ventures  (such  as  missionary  
societies)   as   well   as   public   ones   (the  mass  media)   could   play   a   role   in   cementing  
connections  across  the  empire.116      
Magee  and  Thompson  provide  a   fusion  of  economics  and  cultural  drivers,  arguing  
that   emigration,   by   creating   a   new  division   of   labour,  made   ‘“transnationalism”—
living  in  and  identifying  with  more  than  one  country  or  place—a  normal  way  of  life  	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for  many  British  people   in   the   half-­‐‑century   before   1914’.117  The   resulting   change   in  
world-­‐‑trade   patterns—particularly   within   the   British   world—played   an   important  
role   in   cementing   Greater   Britain,   as   the   networks   (voluntary,   binding   and  
transnational)—facilitated  by  the  presence  of  emigrants  in  all  corners  of  the  globe—
were   ‘particularly   effective   in   promoting   trust   and   co-­‐‑operation’,   because   of   their  
shared   ‘origins,   culture,   background   or   outlook   on   life’. 118   Thus   networks   and  
emigration   became  mutually   reinforcing,   lowering   the   ‘cultural,   informational   and  
political’   barriers   to   market   integration. 119   This   was   not   an   impartial   process,  
however;  the  tendency  was  to  favour  the  British  world  (the  dominions  in  particular)  
by  directing  migrants  or   investment  towards  certain  destinations  over  other  ones—
due  to  both  the  existing  information  bias  in  Britain  and  the  status  of  ‘self-­‐‑proclaimed  
“British”   societies’   in   the   dominions.120  By   giving   them   preference,   they   were   not  
merely   responding   to  a   sentiment  of  kinship,  but   they  were  also  endorsing   ‘all   the  
virtues  they  saw  in  themselves  and  that  breathed  life  into  their  institutions:  fairness,  
justice,   reliability,   technical   competence,   accountability,   individual   freedom   and  
respect  for  private  property’.121    
Belich  goes  a  little  further.  Those  trade  networks  not  only  created  a  common  basis  for  
mutual  understanding,  but  also  ‘produced  a  strange  transnational  entity  best  known  
as   “Greater   Britain”’.   It  was   a   product   of   the   final   stage   in   the   settler   revolution’s  
‘boom-­‐‑bust–export  rescue’  cycle.  This  cycle  comprised  a  number  of  stages  that  took  
place  over  several  decades:  emigration  and  settlerism  precipitated  dramatic  growth,  
followed   by   ‘explosive   colonization’,   which   tended   to   culminate   in   an   abrupt  
collapse,   forcing   a   recovery   through   ‘long-­‐‑range   exports   to   their   oldlands’.   This  
prompted  integration  between  ‘newlands’  and  ‘oldlands’,  and  triggered  a  process  of  
‘recolonization’.   In   ‘the   British   flank   of   the   Anglo-­‐‑world’,   the   result   was   Greater  
Britain,  which  comprised  ‘Old  Britain  plus  the  Dominions’,  where  the  latter’s  ‘white  
denizens  …  saw  themselves  as  virtually  metropolitan,  co-­‐‑owners  rather  than  subjects  	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of   the  British  Empire’.122  Belich  adds  that   the   ‘economic  and  technological   flesh  and  
bones   of   Greater   Britain’   were   wood,   wool   and   food,   as   well   as   the   ships   that  
transported   them.   These   were   particularly   important   as   they   ‘carried   some   of   the  
cultural  vectors  of   the  system’  (books,  mail  and  newspapers).123  By  establishing  this  
link  between  trade  and  identity,  between  ‘export  rescue’  and  a  closer   integration  of  
‘oldlands’   and   ‘newlands’,   Greater   Britain,   though   short-­‐‑lived   (‘with   a   life-­‐‑span   of  
less   than   a   century’)   became   ‘big   and  powerful   in   its   day,   a   virtual  United   States’.  
This  is  a  helpful  corrective  for  those  who  tend  to  dismiss  Greater  Britain  as  ‘a  failed  
idea’—often  by  conflating  it  with  imperial  federation.124  Or,  as  Magee  and  Thompson  
put   it,  while  Greater  Britishness  may  have  been  weak  and  vague,   it  was  more  than  
just  an   idea  or   feeling:   it  was  also  profoundly  dynamic,   fuelling  a  century  of   social  
and  economic  transformation.125      
This   common   transnational   entity   had   a   number   of   peculiar   features.   One   that   is  
often  highlighted  is  the  fact  of  its  implied  equality.  J.G.A.  Pocock  argues  that  people  
generally  understood  the  British  empire  to  mean  
an  association  or  partnership  between  Britain  and  the  neo-­‐‑Britains,  held  together  by  
common  culture  and  loyalties  …  and  by  the  material  ties  symbolized  in  New  Zealand  
retrospect  [sic]  by  the  image  of  the  ‘protein  bridge’,  the  ocean  shipping  routes  along  
which  their  agrarian  and  pastoral  produce  was  conveyed  to  British  markets.126  
Darwin   stresses   that   this   ‘Britannic   nationalism’   was   neither   ‘an   unthinking  
observance   of   old   imperial   loyalty,   nor   an   unconsummated   passion   for   an  
impractical   imperial   federation’.   Unlike   the   latter,   Greater   Britain   was   ‘stronger,  
subtler  and  deeply   rooted   in   the  needs  of   the  dominions   themselves’.127  Magee  and  
Thompson   add   an   important   point:   overseas   Britons   ‘developed   and   defined  
“Britishness”   in   their   own   distinctive   ways’,   often   seeking   to   ‘improve   upon   the  	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communities   they   left   behind’.128  They   often   saw   themselves   as   ‘Better   Britons’,   in  
Belich’s  words,  and  as   ‘a  new  reservoir  of  British  virility,  preserving  British  virtues  
somewhat  better  than  the  old’.129  Summing  up  the  foundations  of  Britishness,  Magee  
and   Thompson   suggest   that   these   networks   ‘were   cultural   as   much   as   political,  
personal  as  well  as  official,  and  changeable  rather  than  fixed’.130  Some  of  their  main  
features  were:  loyalty  to  the  Crown,  ‘cultural  practices  and  the  use  of  language’,  the  
‘material  culture  of  settlers’  and  a   ‘moving  racial  and  religious  frontier’—which,  by  
the  end  of  the  nineteenth  century,  had  defined  Britishness  in  racial  terms.131    
This   is   one   last   key   feature   of   Greater   Britain   that   we   will   highlight   here.   Bell  
maintains  that  this  racial  idea  of  Greater  Britain  was  based  on  the  beliefs,  institutions,  
traditions   and   behavioural   features   commonly   linked   to   Britishness.132  In   practice,  
this   translated—among  other  things—into  racially  exclusive   immigration  policies,  a  
defining   feature   of   the   British  world,  which   often  meant,   according   to   Belich,   that  
Asians,  Eastern  and  Southern  Europeans  were  left  out,  while  a  very  broad  grouping  
under   the   label   ‘Anglo-­‐‑Saxons’   (including   Scandinavians   and   even   Celts)   were  
allowed  in.  This  was  not  imposed  from  London,  and,  in  fact,  policy-­‐‑makers  in  Britain  
were  generally  ‘politically  embarrassed’  by  the  racism  in  the  settler  colonies.133  In  this  
regard,   Bill   Schwarz’s   contribution   is   particularly   valuable,   as   he   adds   that   the  
‘language   of   racial  whiteness’,  which   ‘served   as   one   index   for   imagining  what   the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
128  Magee   and   Thompson,   Empire   and   Globalisation,   31.   Neville   Meaney   adds   that   ‘in   the  
nationalist  era  Britishness  was  the  dominant  cultural  myth  in  Australia,  the  dominant  social  
idea  giving  meaning  to  “the  people”’.  Neville  Meaney,   ‘Britishness  and  Australian  Identity:  
The  Problem  of  Nationalism  in  Australian  History  and  Historiography’,  Australian  Historical  
Studies   116,   (2001),   79.   Other   similar   perspectives   include   Cole,   ‘Nationalism   and  
Imperialism’;   Stuart   Ward,   ‘Imperial   Identities   Abroad’,   in   The   British   Empire:   Themes   and  
Perspectives,  ed.  Sarah  Stockwell  (Oxford:  Blackwell,  2008).  
129  Belich,  Replenishing,  467.    
130  Magee  and  Thompson,  Empire  and  Globalisation,  5–6.  
131  Ibid.,   34–38.   This   is   a   growing   field   of   enquiry   in   its   own   right.  One   of   the   key   texts   on  
British   identity   is   Colley,   Britons.   Other   more   recent   works   include   Krishan   Kumar,   The  
Making   of   English   National   Identity   (Cambridge:   Cambridge   University   Press,   2003);   Paul  
Ward,   Britishness   since   1870   (London:   Routledge,   2004).   One   common   feature   to   all   these  
authors  is,  however,  that  none  of  them  address  the  issue  of  Greater  Britain.  
132  Bell,  Idea  of  Greater  Britain,  114.  
133  Belich,  Replenishing,   466.   For  more   on   the   racial   foundations   of   Greater   Britain,   see   also  
Schwarz,  White  Man’s  World,  especially  Chapter  3.  
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values   of   the   imperial   civilization   of   the   British   represented’,   was   not   necessarily  
uniform,  ‘uncontested’  or  indeed  experienced  in  the  same  way  by  ‘men  and  women,  
adult   and   children,   metropolitans   and   colonials’—among   whom   some   were   more  
deeply  affected  than  others,  and  with  different  intensities  at  different  times.134    
  
Much  of  what  has  been  discussed  here   refers   to   the  white  dominions   in  particular.  
Recent   scholarship   has   pushed   the   boundaries   of   the   British   world   into   new  
geographical   locations   and   smaller   communities   of   Britons   living   in   areas   of  
‘informal   imperialism’.135  In   this   context,   this   thesis   can   contribute   to   British  world  
scholarship  by  shedding  light  on  its  temporal  as  well  as  spatial  confines.  Admittedly,  
there   are   some   limitations   to  using   this   framework   in   the   context  of   the  Falklands,  
not   least   the   fact   that   they   were   an   isolated   British   colony,   with   very   limited  
autonomy  and  heavily  dominated  by  the  Falkland  Islands  Company  (FIC)  until   the  
eve   of  war;   and   that   Britain’s   occupation   of   the   Islands   on   3   January   1833   is   often  
regarded   as   an   act   of   imperial   conquest.136  Yet   the   fact   that   the   inhabitants   of   the  
Falklands   were   mostly   of   British   origin   and   fiercely   loyal   to   the   Crown   makes  
Greater   Britain   a   helpful   analytical   concept   to   understand   the   dynamics   of   their  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
134  Schwarz,  White  Man’s  World,  165.  
135  An   excellent   volume   published   in   recent   years   deals   with   some   of   these   communities  
(including   China,   Malaya,   India,   Ceylon,   Egypt,   Rhodesia,   Kenya,   Natal   and   Argentina):  
Robert   A.   Bickers,   ed.   Settlers   and   Expatriates:   Britons   over   the   Seas,   Oxford   History   of   the  
Briitish   Empire   Companion   Series   (Oxford:   Oxford   University   Press,   2010).   Moreover,   a  
contribution   from  Tamson  Pietsch  proposes   the   study  of  British   ‘world   spaces’   as  a  way  of  
overcoming   a   lack   of   clearly   defined   temporal   and   spatial   boundaries   in   British   world  
scholarship.   She  describes   these   spaces   as   ‘multiple   and   intersecting’   yet   also   ‘limited’   and  
unequal.   These   different   spaces   are   based   on   material   networks   and   exchanges,   on   ‘the  
ideational  tools  of  an  imagined  “global  Britishness”’  and  on  the  physical  places  where  British  
societies  are  enacted.  Pietsch,  ‘Rethinking’.  I  shall  return  to  this  in  Chapter  5.    
136  For  more  on  this,  see  Lawrence  Freedman,  The  Official  History  of  the  Falklands  Campaign:  The  
Origins  of  the  Falklands  War,  2nd  ed.,  2  vols.,  vol.  I  (London:  Routledge,  2007),  1–13;  Roberto  C.  
Laver,   The   Falklands/Malvinas   Case:   Breaking   the   Deadlock   in   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   Sovereignty  
Dispute   (The  Hague:  Martinus  Nijhoff  Publishers,  2001),  Chapter  2.  There  is  a   long-­‐‑standing  
dispute  between  Argentina  and  Britain  over  whether  or  not  Britain  took  the  Islands  forcibly.  
A   recent   study   by   two   British   historians   suggests   that   the   reality   was   far   more   nuanced.  
Although   their   account   is   empirically   based,   however,   their   unrestrained   and   one-­‐‑sided  
language  indicates  that  their  views  may  not  be  as  impartial  as  they  claim.  Graham  Pascoe  and  
Peter  Pepper,  ‘Getting  It  Right:  The  Real  History  of  the  Falklands/Malvinas’,  (London:  2008).    
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identity  as  well  as  its  incursions  into  British  political  culture.  This  thesis  offers  ample  
evidence   to   back   the   claim   that   the   Falkland   Islanders   in   some  way   believed   they  
inhabited   a   ‘British  world’,   following   similar   tenets   to   those   held   in   other   parts   of  
Greater  Britain;  and  also  that  they  briefly  (and  partially)  came  to  be  seen  in  that  light  
in   the   UK,   especially   during   the   Falklands   conflict.   In   roughly   chronological  
sequence,  the  following  chapters  chart  the  development  of  the  Falklands  dispute,  the  
war   and   its   aftermath   in   the   light   of   the  wider   crisis   of   Britishness   in   the  wake   of  
decolonisation.  
Focusing  particularly  on   the  1960s,  Chapter  1   traces   the   rumblings  of  discontent   in  
the   Colony   as   Argentina   raised   the   stakes   in   the   Falklands   dispute.   Taking   as   a  
starting  point  two  invasion  attempts  and  the  early  stages  of  UN  negotiations  over  the  
sovereignty   dispute,   I   analyse   the   fate   of   the   Islands   in   the   turmoil   of   the  
decolonisation  era,  as  Britain  sought  to  rid  itself  of  costly  overseas  commitments  and  
solve   a   long-­‐‑standing   dispute   with   Argentina.   This   chapter   establishes   the  
importance   of   understanding   the   Falklands   within   a   British   world   perspective,  
stressing   how   this   idea   informed   the   Islanders’   self-­‐‑perception.   Ending   with   the  
creation  of   the  Falklands   lobby   in  1968   (a  powerful  advocate  of   their  wishes   in   the  
UK),   it   shows   how   this   Greater   British   perspective   came   to   the   fore,   giving   this  
conception  a  new—if  limited—lease  of  life.  
Chapter   2   then   looks   at   the   Islands’   response   to   the   new   economic   and   political  
realities  in  Britain  in  the  context  of  the  break-­‐‑up  of  Greater  Britain.  Here  we  see  how  
the   lobby  adopted   the  rhetorical  mantle  of   ‘abandoned  Britons’,   similarly  deployed  
in   other   corners   of   the  British  world   in   the  wake   of   empire.   Several   developments  
during   the   1970s   elucidate   the   widening   fissures   and   contradictions   between   the  
Islanders   and  Britain,   and   I   conclude   by   charting   the   rising   tensions   into   the   early  
1980s  as  the  policies  of  Thatcher’s  Conservative  government  sent  alarming  signals  of  
apparent  disinterest  in  the  Islands.  Stressing  the  growing  influence  of  the  Falklands  
lobby   in   thwarting   the   negotiation   process,   this   chapter   shows   the   power   and  
resilience  of  the  rhetoric  of  Greater  Britain  in  the  context  of  the  Falklands.  
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Chapter  3  reveals  how,  in  the  aftermath  of  the  Argentine  invasion,  a  recrudescence  of  
Greater  British   imagery  began   to  permeate   the  public  sphere   in   the  UK,  portraying  
the  Task  Force  as  an  effort  to  liberate  ‘kith  and  kin’.  These  very  events,  however,  also  
gave  rise  to  publicly  aired  divisions  on  this  subject,  unleashing  in  turn  a  debate  over  
the   very   meaning   of   ‘being   British’.   Nowhere   was   this   conversation   more   heated  
than  in  Scotland,  Northern  Ireland  and  Wales,  where  the  defence  of  ‘kith  and  kin’  in  
the   South  Atlantic   infiltrated   national   identity   debates,   accentuating   divisions   and  
disagreement.    
Beginning  with  the  escalation  of  violence  in  the  South  Atlantic  in  early  May,  Chapter  
4   shows  how   this  Greater  British   atavism  was   joined   and   largely   overwhelmed  by  
another   memory   of   empire,   triggering   a   conception   of   the   war   as   an   imperial  
throwback   among   advocates   and   opponents   alike.   Stressing   the   role   of   collective  
memory  in  influencing  decisions  and  opinions,  this  chapter  thus  makes  a  case  as  to  
why  this  story  became  shrouded  in  a  generalised  imperial  redux,  while  also  making  
claims  about  what  kind  of  post-­‐‑imperial  moment  this  was,  not  only  from  the  point  of  
view  of  the  language  used,  but  also  insofar  as  using  a  post-­‐‑imperial  perspective  can  
shed  further  light  on  this  issue.    
Chapter  5  focuses  on  the  impact  of  the  war  on  an  under-­‐‑exposed  British  community  
with  a   lingering  attachment   to  a   ‘British  world’—the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines—indicating  
that  the  extent  of  the  crisis  of  Britishness  went  beyond  the  shores  of  the  UK  and  the  
Falklands.  As  they  found  themselves  wedged  between  two  irreconcilable   identities,  
divisions   and   disagreements   threatened   to   derail   this   already   enfeebled   grouping.  
Yet   leaders  of   the  community,  presuming  a  common  Britishness  with   the   Islanders  
and  Britons   in   the  United  Kingdom,  sought   to   intervene   in   the  conflict  by  reaching  
out  to  both.  That  their  efforts  were  met  with  indifference,  and  sometimes  scorn,  only  
underlines  how  contingent  and  frail  the  idea  of  Greater  Britain  was  by  1982.  Yet  this  
chapter   also   reveals   how   wide-­‐‑ranging   the   consequences   of   the   crisis   of   Greater  
Britain  were,  and  how  its  global  reach  was  acutely  put  to  the  test  by  pitting  different  
‘British  worlds’  against  each  other.  
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Finally,  Chapter   6   looks   at   the   after-­‐‑effects   of   the   Falklands  War,  with   a  particular  
emphasis   on   identity   and   contested   ideas   of   the   nation.   While   the   so-­‐‑called  
‘Falklands   factor’   purportedly   helped   Thatcher   win   the   1983   general   election,   her  
claim  that  Britain  had  ‘ceased  to  be  a  nation  in  retreat’,  having  found  itself  again  in  
the  South  Atlantic,  belied   the  cracks  beneath   the  surface  of  British  political   culture.  
The   Falklands   magnified   latent   tensions   over   the   meaning   of   Britishness,   and   the  
Islands   themselves   reappeared   in   times   of   crises   as   a   paradigm   of   the   divergent  
views  on  national  identity  in  Britain.  Returning  to  the  Falkland  Islands,  this  chapter  
explains   how   the  Kelpers  were   drawn   into   this   fragmenting  dialogue,   as   the   post-­‐‑
war  period  exposed  the  hollowness  of  the  Greater  British  rhetoric  of  the  war.  
In  order  to  tackle  this  intricate  task,  I  will  draw  on  a  wide  variety  of  sources  from  the  
UK,  Argentina  and  the  Falklands,  including  official  government  archives,  the  media,  
parliamentary   debates,   politicians’   speeches   and   addresses,   letters   from   ordinary  
citizens,  diaries,  memoirs,  autobiographies  and  interviews.  The  subject  of  this  study  
is  the  British  world’s  political  culture  in  the  broader  sense,  and  thus  sources  that  may  
otherwise  not  be  deemed  entirely  ‘representative’  (such  as  political  speeches,  opinion  
pieces   from   intellectuals   and   letters   from   individual   citizens)   are   highly   relevant  
here:   what   is   of   interest   is   not   how   ‘representative’   of   the   entire   population   these  
sources   are,   but   rather   the   lineaments  of   the  debates   and  of   the  different  views  on  
offer.   Looking   at   this   question   from   the   perspective   of   political   culture   can   be  
particularly   illuminating,   as   Ailsa   Henderson   points   out,   since   it   ‘allows   us   to  
understand   the   dominant   beliefs   and   behaviours   within   a   political   system,   and   it  
enables   researchers   to   comprehend   the   link   between   institutions   and   individuals’.  
Dealing  both  with  actual   and  perceived   relationships  between   institutions   (such  as  
the  state)  and  individuals  casts   light  on  the   ‘dominant  beliefs,  attitudes,  and  values  
within   that   system’.   This   particular   emphasis,   moreover,   explains   why   the  
contributions   (written   or   oral)   of   particular   individuals   matter,   and   why   this  
approach  can  sometimes  favour  them  over  a  quantitative  analysis,  looking  at  opinion  
polls   and   national   statistics.   While   the   latter   are   also   important   and   relevant,  
individual  people  can  often  have  a  greater  role  than  the  opinions  of  the  masses.  As  
   40  
Henderson   puts   it,   ‘institutions   are   the   product   of   political   culture,   created   by  
individuals  who  have  visions  of  the  way  the  political  world  should  operate’.137    
Many   of   the   sources   used   here   are   rhetorical   in   nature.   These   can   be   too   easily  
dismissed  as  merely  ‘empty’  words.  Yet,  as  James  Curran  explains,  political  rhetoric  
can   be   very   insightful   for   the   historian,   as   it   ‘forms   the   vital   nexus   between   a  
government   and   its   people’.   It   indeed   reveals   the   ‘cause’,   ‘consistent   story’   and  
‘ambition  for  the  country’  of  a  politician.  Their  speeches—formal  and  informal—are  
also  a  crucial  means  for   them  to  appeal   to  different  audiences,   thus  uncovering  the  
public’s  diverse  beliefs  and  interests,  as  well  as  the  ‘great  questions  dominating  the  
political   debates   of   the   day’.138  In   the   words   of   the   historian   Phillip   Williamson,  
‘politicians   are  what   they   speak   and  publish’,   because   they  will   always   try   to   add  
something  personal,   ‘distinctive   and  persuasive’.139  As  Martin  Thomas  and  Richard  
Toye   add,   this   is   especially   important   for   public   figures,   since   rhetoric   has   the  
capacity  to  create  and  demolish  reputations,  ‘making  and  unmaking  heroes’.  Indeed,  
as   a   ‘social   phenomenon’,   it   says  much   about   ‘the   relationships   between   speakers,  
writers   and   (historical)   actors   and   their   respective   audiences;   and   about   the  
relationship  of  audience  members  to  each  other’.140  Rhetoric  also  matters  because  of  
its  creative  and  interventional  qualities—an  important  basis  for  the  argument  of  this  
thesis.   In   other   words,   ‘rhetoric   is   not   simply   a   vehicle   through   which   reality   is  
mediated’,  as  Robert  Saunders  argues.  ‘The  most  successful  rhetoricians  engage  in  a  
creative   dialogue   with   the   world   around   them,   narrating   their   context   so   as   to  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
137  Ailsa  Henderson,  Hierarchies   of  Belonging:  National   Identity   and  Political  Culture   in  Scotland  
and   Quebec   (Montreal:   McGill-­‐‑Queen’s   University   Press,   2007),   143.   An   early   definition   of  
political   culture   from   Almond   and   Verba   is   also   suitable   here:   ‘the   specifically   political  
orientations—attitudes   toward   the   political   system   and   its   various   parts,   and   attitudes  
toward   the   role   of   the   self   in   the   system’.  Gabriel  A.  Almond   and   Sidney  Verba,  The  Civic  
Culture:  Political  Attitudes  and  Democracy  in  Five  Nations  (London:  Sage,  1963;  reprint,  1989),  12.  
138  James   Curran,   The   Power   of   Speech:   Australian   Prime   Ministers   Defining   National   Image  
(Carlton,  Victoria:  Melbourne  University  Press,  2004),  1–15.  
139  Philip  Williamson,  Stanley  Baldwin:  Conservative  Leadership  and  National  Values  (Cambridge:  
Cambridge  University  Press,  1999),  15.  
140  Martin  Thomas  and  Richard  Toye,  ‘Introduction:  Rhetorics  of  Empire’,  in  Rhetoric  of  Empire,  
ed.  Martin  Thomas  and  Richard  Toye  (Forthcoming).  
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reorder   the   scope   for   political   action’.141  Toye   emphasises   that   rhetoric   does   not  
merely   ‘reveal’   latent   attitudes   but   rather   compels   political   actors   to   ‘define   their  
views  …  in  relation  to  their  own  and  each  others’  arguments’.  The  rhetorical  process  
can  thus  force  ‘the  invention,  or  re-­‐‑invention,  of  attitudes’  towards  the  issue  at  stake.  
Significantly,  he  stresses  that  this  does  not  imply  that  these  opinions  are  ’necessarily  
weakly-­‐‑held,  or   insincere,  or  adopted  merely  out  of  expediency’.142  But  even   if   they  
are,  what  matters  is  not  so  much  the  honesty—or  lack  thereof—of  these  beliefs,  but  
rather   that   people   think   that   they  must   ‘be   seen   to   believe   in   it   if   they   [are]   to   be  
taken  seriously’.143  
In  this   light,  rhetoric  can  be  seen  to  have  an  important  role  vis-­‐‑à-­‐‑vis  what  are  often  
regarded   as   the   ‘real’   forces   that   matter   in   history:   economics   and   politics.   As  
Thomas   and  Toye   note,   rhetoric   has   ‘an   active   role   to   play   in  making   those   forces  
effective’.144  By   way   of   conclusion,   Neville   Meaney’s   words   on   the   importance   of  
rhetoric  and  political  culture  are  worth  quoting  in  full:  
The   nature   of   the   dominant   idea   which   gives   national   character   to   a   people  …   is  
revealed  most  authoritatively  in  the  rhetoric  of  leaders  of  representative  institutions,  
in  the  content  of  history  and  literature  curricula,  in  oaths  of  loyalty  and  public  rituals  
and  in  the  popular  enthusiasm  for  symbols,  anthems  and  ceremonial  days.145  
The   Falklands  War,   and   its   aftermath,   constituted   an   event   pregnant  with   rhetoric  
and  symbolism.  It  was  presented  to  people  in  Britain  either  as  a  moment  of  national  
revival  or  as  an  anachronistic  throwback  to  imperial  times.  It  represented,  in  the  eyes  
of   the   Falkland   Islanders,   the   fulfilment   of   the   wishes   their   lobby   had   been  
articulating   in   the  UK   since   the   late   1960s.  Their  place   in   a   ‘British  world’,   as   they  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
141  Robert   Saunders,   ‘“Crisis?   What   Crisis?”   Thatcherism   and   the   Seventies’,   in   Making  
Thatcher’s  Britain,   ed.  Ben   Jackson  and  Robert   Saunders   (Cambridge:  Cambridge  University  
Press,  2012),  26.  
142  Richard  Toye,   ‘Words  of  Change:  The  Rhetoric  of  Commonwealth,  Common  Market  and  
Cold   War,   1961–3’,   in   The   Wind   of   Change:   Harold   Macmillan   and   British   Decolonization,   ed.  
Larry  J.  Butler  and  Sarah  Stockwell  (Basingstoke:  Palgrave  Macmillan,  2013),  141.  
143  Toye,  ‘Words  of  Change’,  154.  
144  Thomas  and  Toye,  ‘Rhetoric’.  
145  Meaney,  ‘Britishness  and  Australian  Identity’,  79.  
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saw   it,  had   finally  been  confirmed   through  decisive  action  on   the  part  of  Margaret  
Thatcher.   Yet   this   underlying   notion   of   a   reinforced   and   re-­‐‑flourishing   Greater  
Britain   was   a   far   more   complex   reality   (or   myth)   than   Thatcher   claimed   and   the  
Islanders  hoped.  Only  by  looking  at  the  Falklands  conflict  through  the  transnational  
lens   of   the   British   world   can   we   move   away   from   the   stagnant   debate   between  
maximalists  and  minimalists,  which  has   for   too   long  focused  only  on  one  aspect  of  
British  imperialism  to  the  detriment  of  its  more  subtle  variants.  This  thesis  not  only  
sheds  new   light  on   the  Falklands  War   itself,   but   also   the   lingering  purchase  of   the  
idea  of  Greater  Britain   into  the  post-­‐‑imperial  era,  replete  with   its  multiple  fractures  
and  contradictions.  
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1  
Adrift  in  the  South  Atlantic  
The  Falklands  amid  the  turmoil  of  decolonisation  
  
It  was  a  nondescript  Wednesday  morning  in  Stanley,  with  little  to  report  except  that  
the  Islanders  had  finally  seen  the  sun  ‘for  the  first  time  for  several  weeks’.  The  sleepy  
ambience  was  suddenly  disturbed  by  an  unusually  loud  noise:  a  four-­‐‑engine  airliner  
was  approaching  at  a  dangerously  low  altitude.  W.H.  Young,  describing  the  events  
on  the  radio  the  following  evening,  recalled  that    
the  plane  turned  round  and  came  along  Ross  Road  with  the  wheels  down,  skimmed  
the  Cathedral,   and   it  was  obvious   that   a   landing  was  going   to  be   attempted—with  
such  a  large  craft  this  did  not  seem  possible.  There  was  a  terrific  scurry  in  town  and  I  
should  think  that  every  landrover  was  moving  along  Ross  Road  towards  the  west.  I  
suspect  that  the  20  m.p.h.  speed  limit  was  exceeded  in  some  cases.1  
The   townsfolk,   unaccustomed   to   such   a   disturbance,   had   flocked   to   assist   the  
passengers   in   distress.   The   mood   changed   as   soon   as   they   arrived   there.   Several  
armed  men   descended   from   the   plane   using   ropes,   planted   seven  Argentine   flags  
around   the   area   and   took   about   20   Islanders   hostage.   The   aeroplane   was   an  
Aerolíneas  Argentinas  Douglas  DC-­‐‑4  on  a  domestic  flight  destined  for  the  city  of  Rio  
Gallegos   in   southern   Patagonia.   It   had   been   hijacked   by   a   group   of   18   extreme  
nationalists  on  a  mission  codenamed  Operativo  Cóndor,  who  forced  the  pilot  to  divert  
to  the  Falkland  Islands.  The  ‘Condors’,  with  an  average  age  of  under  25,  were  poorly  
prepared,  however.  Their  lack  of  knowledge  about  their  destination  became  quickly  
apparent  as  they  spent  a  long  time  circling  the  Stanley  area  looking  for  a  non-­‐‑existent  
airstrip,  which  then  forced  an  emergency  landing  as  the  aircraft  ran  low  on  fuel.  The  
pilot,  showing  great  dexterity,  performed  an  almost  acrobatic  landing  on  the  narrow  
Stanley  racecourse,  and  the  plane  was  brought   to  an  abrupt  halt  as   its  wheels  sank  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  FIMNT   4.2.2,   Broadcast   talk   on   the   token   invasion   of   the   Falkland   Islands   by   Argentine  
citizens,  Summary  of  events  by  W.H.  Young,  September/October  1966.  
   44  
into  the  soft  ground.  Dardo  Cabo,  the  25-­‐‑year  old  leader  of  the  operation,  announced  
to  those  present  on  the  racecourse:  
Today  we   set   foot   on   the  Argentine  Malvinas   Islands,   in   order   to   affirm  with   our  
presence  our  national  sovereignty  and  to  remain  as  jealous  custodians  of  the  blue  and  
white  [flag].  …  Either  we  forge  our  future  or  we  will  die  with  the  past.2  
These  radical  young  men  (and  one  woman)  claimed  that  their  actions,  ‘in  defiance  of  
the   oppressive   clutches   of   England’,   were   motivated   by   a   desire   to   effect   ‘the  
definitive  liberation  of  the  Malvinas  Islands’,  ‘in  order  to  erase  forever  the  marks  of  
the  Masonic   imperialism  of  her  British  majesty’.3  Whether  or  not  they  had  expected  
‘crowds   of   Falkland   Islands   natives   to   swarm   round   the   aircraft   shouting,   “Viva  
Perón,  this  is  the  day  of  deliverance”  and  move  into  Stanley  unopposed’  (as  a  radio  
presenter  caustically  put  it  in  the  immediate  aftermath  of  the  event),  the  reality  was  
very   different.4  No   sooner   had   the   DC-­‐‑4   landed   than   local   officials,   aware   of   the  
potential   consequences   of   the   landing,   got   in   touch  with  London   and   reported   the  
incident   as   a   case   of   ‘air   piracy’.   The   British   response,   however,   was   curt   and  
unhelpful:  they  were  to  ‘manage  as  best  they  could’.5    
The  story  ended  well  for  the  Islanders.  In  spite  of  the  lack  of  cooperation  on  the  part  
of   Britain,   the   Falklanders   managed   to   avert   what   for   them   would   have   been   a  
disaster.   The   hijackers,   encumbered   by   26   other   passengers,   including  women   and  
children,   and  deprived  of   their  basic  needs,   eventually   came   to  an  agreement  with  
the  local  forces.  Within  36  hours  most  of  the  intruders  had  sailed  back  to  Argentina.6  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2  The  original  in  Spanish  reads:  ‘Ponemos  hoy  nuestros  pies  en  las  Islas  Malvinas  argentinas  
para  reafirmar  con  nuestra  presencia  la  soberanía  nacional  y  quedar  como  celosos  custodios  
de   la   azul   y   blanca.  …  O   concretamos   nuestro   futuro   o  moriremos   con   el   pasado’.  Adrián  
Figueroa   Díaz,   ‘Operativo   Cóndor   en   las   Malvinas,   Anticipo   de   los   ’70’,   Página/12,   27  
September  2006.  
3  ‘Un  Avión  Argentino  Descendió  en  las  Islas  Malvinas’,  Clarín,  10  October  1966.    
4  FIMNT   4.2.2,   Broadcast   talk   on   the   token   invasion   of   the   Falkland   Islands   by   Argentine  
citizens,  Some  impressions  of  the  events  of  a  memorable  week,  4  October  1966.  
5  Graham   Bound,   Invasion   1982:   The   Falkland   Islanders’   Story,   Kindle   ed.   (Barnsley:   Pen   &  
Sword  Military,  2007),  loc.  160–67.  
6  Bound,  Invasion  1982,  loc.  139–88.  The  pilot,  Ernesto  Fernández  García,  and  his  crew,  would  
remain  until  8  October.  The  spectacular   take-­‐‑off  of   the  DC-­‐‑4  was  witnessed  by  a  very   large  
crowd  of  Falklanders,  who  were  lost  in  admiration  at  Fernández  García’s  skill.  FIMNT  4.2.2,  
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Yet   a   tinge  of   bitterness   remained   in  what  would  otherwise  go  down   in  Falklands  
folklore  as  a   story  of  heroism.  A  Falklands-­‐‑born  writer,  Graham  Bound,  points  out  
that   ‘in   the   aftermath   of   the   incident,   they   had   been   let   down   by   the   British  
Government’. 7   Some   Islanders   would   later   interpret   this   ‘token’   invasion—the  
second  unofficial  attempt  by  Argentines  to  recover  the  Islands  in  two  years—as  the  
precursor  to  the  1982  ‘occupation’.  It  thus  acquired  a  much  deeper  significance  than  
it  may   otherwise   have   been   afforded   at   the   time.   But   the   unexpected   landing  was  
nevertheless   a   rude   awakening,  making   Islanders  more   aware   than   ever   of   future  
risks:   had   the   rebels   been   better   prepared,   they   could  have   taken   the   Islands.   This  
prevailing   anxiety   is   often   seen   as   the   first   rumblings   of   discontent,   which  would  
later  turn  into  accusations  and  cries  of  betrayal  levelled  against  Britain.  According  to  
Graham  Bound,  that  was  only  the  beginning;  things  would  get  progressively  worse  
for  the  Falklanders:      
Slowly  but  inexorably  the  threat  increased,  not  only  from  the  near  neighbour,  but—in  
a   political   sense—from   London   as   well.   Later   in   1966   it   became   clear   that   British  
diplomats   were   manoeuvring   to   solve   the   problem   of   a   colony   which   was   of   no  
further  use  to  Britain.  If  necessary,  they  would  do  this  by  conceding  to  the  Argentine  
demands.8  
Bound’s  choice  of  words,  in  particular  the  use  of  the  term  ‘inexorable’,  gives  the  story  
an   air   of   inevitability;   of   Britain   slowly   but   unmistakably   revealing   its   true,  
perfidious   nature.   As  we  will   see,   there  was   nothing   inevitable   about   the   British–
Argentine  talks.  Yet,  significantly,  this  is  how  the  Islanders  saw  the  events  unfolding:  
they  were  not  attuned  to  the  subtleties  of  the  negotiations,  but  only  their  increasingly  
worrying  consequences.    
The   aftermath   of   the   incident,   however,   is   even  more   telling.   The  Governor   of   the  
Falklands,  Sir  Cosmo  Haskard,  saw  this  as  an  opportunity  to  strengthen  the  defence  
of   the   Islands,   asking   Whitehall   for   an   increase   of   the   Royal   Marine   presence   to  
platoon   strength   and   the   construction   of   an   airstrip   for   long-­‐‑haul   aeroplanes—	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Broadcast  talk  on  the  token  invasion  of  the  Falkland  Islands  by  Argentine  citizens,  Take-­‐‑off,  
by  A.G.  Barton.    
7  Bound,  Invasion  1982,  loc.  181.  
8  Ibid.,  loc.  181–88.  
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perhaps  an   implicit   reference   to  Britain’s   inaction  during   the  crisis.  His   request   fell  
on  deaf  ears,  however.  In  fact,  the  Foreign  Office  in  London  had  drawn  the  opposite  
conclusion   from   this   event:   ‘it  was   irresponsible   to  plan  on  a  basis  of  perpetuating  
the   existing   situation   for   2,000   people   whom   we   were   now   unable   effectively   to  
protect’.9  This  was  indeed  the  prevalent  view  at  the  decision-­‐‑making  level  in  Britain,  
at  a  time  when  the  United  Kingdom  was  mired  in  economic  and  military  problems.  
The  following  year  would  see  the  devaluation  of  the  pound  and  the  announcement  
of  the  withdrawal  of  Britain’s  military  presence  from  East  of  Suez.  This  was  not  the  
time   to   consider   investing   in   the   defence   of   a   relic   of   empire,   which—as   British  
officials   would   repeatedly   stress   over   the   coming   years—had   ceased   to   be   of   any  
economic  or  strategic  importance  to  Britain.  
Perhaps   the   benefit   of   hindsight   has   projected   certain   nuances   onto   the   DC-­‐‑4  
incident,  as  appears   to  be   the  case  with  Bound’s  account.  Yet  as   subsequent  events  
would   show,   the   Islanders’   sense   of   abandonment  was   fuelled   by   deeper   tensions  
and  divisions  that  were  eroding  the  foundations  of  Greater  Britain  on  a  global  scale.  
The  next   two  chapters   consider   the   long  prelude   to   the  1982   conflict.  The   first  will  
examine   the   early   years   of   the   Falklands   dispute   within   the   context   of   global  
decolonisation   and   the   break-­‐‑up   of   Greater   Britain,   while   the   second   will   analyse  
some  key  developments   in   the   1970s   and   early   1980s.  Martín  González  has   rightly  
emphasised   the   importance  of   the   rise  of  decolonisation  at   the  United  Nations  and  
Britain’s   policy   towards   the   remnants   of   empire   during   the   1960s. 10   Without  
dismissing   the   significance   of   those   factors,   I   will   emphasise   here   the   gradual  
disintegration   of   the   idea   that   had  united  British   settlers   and  Britons   at   ‘home’   for  
over   a   century.   Indeed,   during   this   period,   as   the   Falkland   Islanders   gradually  
became  aware  of  British  plans  to  negotiate  a  deal  with  Argentina,  they  assumed  the  
rhetorical  mantle  of  ‘abandoned  Britons’  in  a  manner  resembling  other  British  settler  
communities  around  the  world   in  response   to  Britain’s  rapid  and  abrupt  change  of  
priorities.  Looking  at  the  Falklands  through  the  broader  lens  of  the  British  world  can  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9   TNA   FO   371/185142,   Meeting:   Jones,   Haskard,   Pakenham,   10   October   1982.   Cited   in  
González,  Genesis,  165.  
10  González,  Genesis.  
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help  us  examine  in  greater  depth  the  extent  to  which  the  1982  conflict  can  be  seen  as  
a  case  of  ‘empire  redux’.    
The  bigger  picture:  the  break-­‐‑up  of  Greater  Britain    
Perhaps   it   is   no   coincidence   that   the   Falklands   began   to   experience   the   very   real  
prospect   of   losing   their   British   connection   at   a   time   when   rapidly   rising   tensions  
between  other  parts  of  the  British  world  and  their  erstwhile  ‘mother  country’  had  set  
in  motion  the  unravelling  of  Greater  Britain.  Though  increasingly  under  strain  since  
the  end  of  the  Second  World  War,  there  is  little  evidence  to  suggest  that  the  leaders  
of  the  British  world  anticipated  the  crisis.11  As  John  Darwin  has  shown,  British  Prime  
Ministers   from   Clement   Attlee   to   Harold   Wilson   saw   ‘no   reason   to   abandon   the  
empire’   in   the   post-­‐‑war   period,   and   their   policies   of   attempting   to   perpetuate  
Britain’s  world  role  through  the  Commonwealth  manifested  this.12  This  was  matched  
by   similar   attitudes   in   the   white   dominions.   The   ‘neo-­‐‑Britains’   of   Australia,   New  
Zealand   and   Canada   were   societies   largely   composed   of   British   settlers,   deeply  
influenced   by   their   identification   with   Britain   in   the   areas   of   trade,   law,  
communications,  media,   traditions   and   culture.   Their   indigenous   populations,   and  
growing  communities  of  non-­‐‑British  migrants,  were  consigned  to  the  margins  of  the  
national   conversation.  During   two  World  Wars,   they  had  proudly   fought   for  King  
and   Country,   and   neither   military   setbacks   (notably   the   Fall   of   Singapore   in   the  
Australasian   case)   nor   the   economic   decline   of   the   ‘metropole’   had   inflicted   lethal  
damage  on  the  British  bond  in  the  immediate  term,  as  the  post-­‐‑war  leaders  of  those  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11  In   a   recent   edited   volume,   Sarah   Stockwell   and   L.J.   Butler   warn   against   teleological  
accounts  of  decolonisation.  Sarah  Stockwell  and  Larry  J.  Butler,  ‘Introduction’,  in  The  Wind  of  
Change:  Harold  Macmillan   and  British  Decolonization,   ed.   Larry   J.   Butler   and   Sarah   Stockwell  
(Basingstoke:  Palgrave  Macmillan,  2013),  10.  
12  John   Darwin,   Unfinished   Empire:   The   Global   Expansion   of   Britain,   Kindle   ed.   (London:  
Bloomsbury   Press,   2013),   loc.   5873.   Stockwell   points   out   that   the   ‘indeterminate   nature   of  
British   imperial   policy’   is   also   evident   in   the  way   in  which   businessmen   and  missionaries  
perceived  this  era  as  one  of  ‘business  as  usual’.  See  Sarah  Stockwell,  ‘Ends  of  Empire’,  in  The  
British  Empire:  Themes  and  Perspectives,  ed.  Sarah  Stockwell  (Oxford:  Blackwell,  2008),  269–93.  
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societies   continued   to   advocate   close   links   with   the   United   Kingdom.13  It   is   often  
remarked  that  the  dominions  had  already  gained  ‘independence’   in  1931,  when  the  
Statute  of  Westminster  granted  them  legislative  equality  with  the  United  Kingdom.  
Yet  scholars  have  demonstrated  that  their  emotional  and  material  bonds  with  Britain  
continued   to   overwhelm   any   sense   of   independence   for   a   long   time   afterwards.14  
That   their   sentimental   attachment   to   Britain   continued   well   after  World  War   II   is  
amply   corroborated   by   the   sense   of   shock   they   experienced   as   rapidly   changing  
‘metropolitan’  priorities  became  apparent  from  the  late  1950s  onwards.    
The  origin  of  these  crises  can  be  traced  to  the  after-­‐‑effects  of  World  War  II,  as  Stuart  
Ward  has  shown.  The  credibility  and  viability  of  the  common  identity  that  had  given  
cohesion   to   the   British   world   was   fatally   undermined   by   profound   changes   in  
Britain,   leading   to   an   ever-­‐‑widening   divergence   of   material   interests   between  
dominions   and   metropole.15  More   importantly,   the   widely   divergent   perspectives  
adopted   by   different   ‘British’   leaders   at   the   onset   of   decolonisation   exposed   that  
‘there  were  as  many  conceptions  of  the  British  World  as  there  were  British  interests  
at   stake’.16  Thus   it   was   the   realisation   that   there   were   ‘subtle   cleavages   in   their  
respective  philosophies  of  the  meaning  and  utility  of  “being  British”’  that  disabused  
them  of   assumptions  of  unity   and  kinship.17  Other   scholars,   such  as  A.G.  Hopkins,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13   Darwin’s   argument   that   the   British   ‘disasters’   of   1940–42   ‘marked   a   great   change’,  
precipitating   an   ‘irreversible   shift   in   the   dominion   relationship   [which]   took   some   time   to  
become  obvious’,  is  perfectly  compatible  with  this  view.  Darwin,  Unfinished,  loc.  6466.    
14  The  Statute  of  Westminster  abrogated   the  right  of  Westminster  Parliament   to   legislate   for  
the  dominions  without  their  explicit  consent.  For  more  on  this,  see  Darwin,  Empire  Project,  loc.  
8734–40.  Moreover,  Australia  only  adopted  the  Statute  in  1942,  and  New  Zealand  in  1947,  and  
even  then,  it  would  still  be  another  two  decades  before  the  links  began  to  unravel  in  earnest.  
See  W.  David  McIntyre,   ‘Australia,  New  Zealand,   and   the  Pacific   Islands’,   in  The  Twentieth  
Century,  ed.   Judith  Brown  and  Wm.  Roger  Louis,  The  Oxford  History  of   the  British  Empire  
(Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  1999),  673.  
15  For   more   on   this,   see:   Stuart  Ward,   ‘The   End   of   Empire   and   the   Fate   of   Britishness’,   in  
History,   Nationhood   &   the   Question   of   Britain,   ed.   Helen   Brocklehurst   and   Robert   Phillips  
(Basingstoke:  Palgrave  Macmillan,  2004),  242–58;  Curran  and  Ward,  Unknown  Nation,  Chapter  
1.  This  has  also  been  taken  up  by  A.G.  Hopkins,  ‘Rethinking  Decolonization’,  Past  and  Present  
200,  no.  1  (2008),  211–47.  
16   Stuart   Ward,   ‘Worlds   Apart:   Three   “British”   Prime   Ministers   at   Empire’s   End’,   in  
Rediscovering   the   British   World,   ed.   Phillip   A.   Buckner   and   R.   Douglas   Francis   (Calgary:  
University  of  Calgary  Press,  2005),  416.  
17  Ward,  ‘Worlds  Apart’,  410.  
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José   E.   Igartua,   Phillip   Buckner   and   James   Belich,   have   also   made   valuable  
contributions   in   this   regard,   lending   further   credence   to   the   view   that   the   British  
world’s   undoing   transcended   legal   independence   and   the   constitutional   end   of  
empire.18    
Over  the  past  decade,  these  historians  have  identified  key  moments  in  Britain’s  post-­‐‑
war   history,   which   encapsulated   and   triggered   significant   crises   of   belonging   in  
these  ‘British’  societies.  The  Suez  debacle  of  1956  was  one  important  landmark.  The  
crisis  was   sparked   by   Egyptian   President  Nasser’s   unilateral   nationalisation   of   the  
Suez   Canal   (until   then   owned   by   the   Anglo-­‐‑French   Canal   Company),   prompting  
Britain  and  France   (with  collusion   from  Israel)   to  attempt  military   retaliation.  They  
were  quickly  stopped  in  their  tracks  by  stern  condemnation  from  the  United  States,  
much  of  the  Commonwealth  and  the  UN  General  Assembly,  and  the  resulting  failure  
would  haunt  British  politicians  for  decades  to  come.  The  reverberations  in  Australia  
and  New  Zealand  (both  of  which  remained  deeply  loyal  to  Britain  throughout)  were  
very  different   from   those   in  Canada,  where  St  Laurent’s  Liberal   government   sided  
with  the  United  States.19  It  was,  in  J.L.  Granatstein’s  words,  ‘a  watershed  in  Canadian  
relations  with  Britain’.20  St  Laurent’s  decision,  however,  divided  the  nation,  and  was  
deeply   resented   by   many   conservatives   in   Canada,   led   by   the   leader   of   the  
opposition,   John   Diefenbaker.   ‘What   was   at   stake’,   argues   Igartua,   ‘was   Canada’s  
self-­‐‑definition   as   a  British  nation,   for   some  a  definition   that  was  being   abandoned,  
for   others   a   definition   that  was   being   reaffirmed   in   spite   of   the   failings   of   Britain  
itself’.21  Nevertheless,  many  English  Canadians  would  continue   to   think   ‘of  Canada  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18  See  José  E.  Igartua,  The  Other  Quiet  Revolution:  National  Identities  in  English  Canada,  1945–71  
(Vancouver:  UBC  Press,  2006);  James  Belich,  Paradise  Reforged:  A  History  of  the  New  Zealanders  
from  the  1880s  to  the  Year  2000  (London:  Allen  Lane,  2002);  Phillip  Buckner,  ed.  Canada  and  the  
End  of  Empire  (Vancouver:  UBC  Press,  2005);  Phillip  Buckner  and  R.  Douglas  Francis,  Canada  
and   the   British  World:   Culture,  Migration,   and   Identity   (Vancouver:   UBC   Press,   2006);   Phillip  
Buckner,  ed.  Canada  and  the  British  Empire,  Oxford  History  of  the  Briitish  Empire  Companion  
Series  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  2008);  Hopkins,  ‘Rethinking’.  
19  On   Australia’s   reaction,   see   Deryck   M.   Schreuder   and   Stuart   Ward,   ‘Epilogue:   After  
Empire’,   in  Australia’s  Empire,  ed.  Deryck  M.  Schreuder  and  Stuart  Ward,  Oxford  History  of  
the  Briitish  Empire  Companion  Series  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  2008),  390–91.  
20   J.L.   Granatstein,   Canada,   1957–1967:   The   Years   of   Uncertainty   and   Innovation   (Toronto:  
McClelland  and  Stewart,  1986),  43.  
21  Igartua,  Other  Quiet  Revolution,  124.  
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as   a   British   country  with   a   special   relationship  with   the  United   Kingdom,   despite  
Suez  and  despite  Britain’s  attempt  to  enter  the  EEC’,  as  Buckner  has  shown.22  
Britain’s  bid  to   join  the  European  Economic  Community  (EEC)  in  1961  rang  further  
alarm  bells.  After  declining  to  sign  the  Treaty  of  Rome  in  1957  in  order  to  protect  the  
Commonwealth  trade  preference  system,  new  economic  and  political  imperatives  in  
the   early   1960s  had   finally   tilted   the  balance   in   favour  of  Europe.  Ward   states   that  
Britain’s   bid   ‘implied   a   fundamental   and   permanent   reorientation   of   the   British  
conception  of  “community”,  away  from  the   former   imperial  conception  of  Britain’s  
world  role  and  towards  a  new  basis  for  great  power  status  as  a  leading  player  in  an  
economically   dynamic,   and   politically   united   Europe’.23  The   key   words   here   are  
fundamental  and  permanent:   this  was  what   ‘marked   the  EEC  crisis  off   from  so  many  
earlier   breaches   in   the   veneer   of   “British”  unity’.24  Here,   too,   reactions  differed.   To  
the  Canadian  Conservative  government,   ‘London’s  approach  to  Europe  was  almost  
treason,   a   virtual   betrayal   of   the   Commonwealth   and   of   the   hundred   thousand  
Canadians   who   had   died   to   defend   Britain   in   the   two   World   Wars’.25  Yet   these  
sentimental  reactions  were  not  matched  by  economic  exigencies,  which—though  not  
entirely   negligible—were   massively   overwhelmed   by   Canada’s   trade   with   the  
United  States.  Unlike  the  Suez  crisis,  much  of  English-­‐‑speaking  Canada  did  not  side  
with   the   government   on   this  matter.26  By   contrast,   the   reaction   in  Australia,  where  
Britain’s  trade  share  was  far  more  significant,  was  pronounced.  The  initial  confusion  
and   disbelief   was   followed   by   pleas   for   special   treatment,   and   later   a   fatalistic  
acceptance  that  a  ‘shift  of  history’  had  occurred,  leading  to  conventional  beliefs  about  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22  Buckner,   ‘Canada   and   the  End’,   122.   In   fact,   Buckner  points   out   that   the  Queen‘s   tour   of  
Canada  in  1959  was  attended  by  large  crowds,  particularly  in  Ontario  and  western  regions  of  
the  country.  Buckner,  ‘Canada  and  the  End’,  116;  Phillip  Buckner,  ‘The  Last  Great  Royal  Tour:  
Queen  Elizabeth’s  1959  Tour  to  Canada’,  in  Canada  and  the  End  of  Empire,  ed.  Phillip  Buckner  
(Vancouver:  UBC  Press,  2005).  
23   Stuart   Ward,   ‘Sentiment   and   Self-­‐‑Interest:   The   Imperial   Ideal   in   Anglo-­‐‑Australian  
Commercial  Culture’,  Australian  Historical  Studies  32,  no.  116  (2001),  99.  
24  Curran  and  Ward,  Unknown  Nation,  34.  
25  Granatstein,  Canada,  45.  
26  Igartua,  Other  Quiet  Revolution,  132–35.  
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Australia'ʹs   British   connection   to   be   publicly   debated   and   questioned.27  And   even  
after  De  Gaulle’s  famous  ‘non’  slapped  down  Britain’s  attempts  to  join  the  European  
club   in   1963,   the   damage—as   far   as   Australians   and   New   Zealanders   were  
concerned—had   already   been   done:   the  Macmillan   government   had   demonstrated  
that  Britain’s  priorities  had  changed  for  good.28  
Underlying  these  issues,  according  to  Curran  and  Ward,  there  was  ‘a  clear  breach  in  
understanding   of   the   meaning,   significance   and   above   all   the   scope   of   “being  
British”’.29  This  was  partly  driven  by  the  gradual—yet  not  so  subtle—redefinition  of  
Britishness  through  the  Commonwealth  Immigrants  Acts  of  1962,  1968  and  1971.  The  
first   of   these  measures   sought   to   curtail   the   scope  of   the  British  Nationality  Act   of  
1948,   which   had   de   facto   conferred   British   citizenship   on   subjects   from   the   entire  
Commonwealth.  With   the   unravelling   of   the   colonial   empire   in   the   late   1950s   and  
early   1960s,   and   with   mounting   public   anxieties   of   great   numbers   of   non-­‐‑white  
immigrants  ‘flooding’  into  Britain,  the  Conservative  Macmillan  government  created  
three   types   of   vouchers   for   immigrants   from   the   Commonwealth,   differentiating  
between   those   arriving   to   take   up   a   job,   unemployed   skilled   labour   and   unskilled  
workers.   This   quota   system   was   not   intended   to   curb   immigration   from   the  
dominions:   on   the   contrary,   Home   Secretary   R.A.   Butler   noted   privately   that   ‘its  
restrictive  effect  is  intended  to,  and  would  in  fact,  operate  on  coloured  people  almost  
exclusively’.30  Yet  it  was  perceived  in  Australia  and  New  Zealand  as  ‘the  thin  end  of  
the  wedge  of  total  exclusion’.31  Subsequent  Immigration  Acts  in  1968  and  1971  would  
further   restrict   numbers   of   migrants:   in   1968,   the   voucher   quota   was   reduced   to  
7,000—excluding   from   controls   those   who   could   provide   a   British   passport   and  
evidence  of  having  a  parent  or  grandparent  born,  adopted,  registered  or  naturalised  
in   Britain;   and   in   1971,   the   concept   of   ‘patriality’  was   introduced   in   order   to   deal  
with  all  immigrants  under  the  same  system.  This  concept  ruled  out  anyone  unable  to  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
27  For   a   detailed   treatment   of   the   Australian   side   of   these   events,   consult   Stuart   Ward,  
Australia   and   the   British   Embrace:   The   Demise   of   the   Imperial   Ideal   (Carlton   South,   Victoria  
Melbourne  University  Press,  2001).  
28  Also  see  Schreuder  and  Ward,  ‘Epilogue’,  394.  
29  Curran  and  Ward,  Unknown  Nation,  29.  
30  Cited  in  Ward,  ‘End  of  Empire’,  256.    
31  Ward,  ‘End  of  Empire’,  256;  Schreuder  and  Ward,  ‘Epilogue’,  394.    
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provide   evidence   of   having   at   least   one   parent   born—as   opposed   to   adopted,  
registered  or  naturalised—in  the  United  Kingdom.32    
The   late   1960s  would  witness   further  blows   to   the   transcontinental   idea  of  Greater  
Britain.   One   major   landmark   episode   was   the   decision   to   effect   cuts   in   Britain’s  
overseas  defence  commitments,  under  pressure   from  a  crippling  sterling  crisis.33  By  
April  1967,  the  Wilson  government  had  decided  to  withdraw  its  defence  forces  from  
East   of   Suez.   Yet   the   devaluation   of   sterling   on   18   November   1967,   soaring  
unemployment   and  other  pressures   in   the  Middle  East   and  Nigeria,   prompted   the  
British  Government   to  announce   in   January  1968   that   the   timetable   for  withdrawal  
would  be  accelerated,  aiming  to  remove  all  British  troops  by  the  end  of  1971.34  This  
was  indeed  a  watershed  moment  in  Britain’s  history.  The  end  of  its  east  of  Suez  role  
had  consequences  that  went  far  beyond  the  merely  military  and  economic  measures  
that  it  implied.  It  signalled  the  beginning  of  a  new  era  in  which  Britain’s  world  role  
would  be  far  more  circumscribed,  prompting  severe  condemnation  from  Australia'ʹs  
Prime  Minister.35      
As  Curran  and  Ward  explain,  with  the  unfolding  of  these  crises,  the  initial  reaction  of  
disbelief   turned   into   open   accusations   of   betrayal   and   duplicity   levelled   against  
Britain,  as  it  gradually  became  evident  that  the  Old  Commonwealth  relationship  had  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
32  S.R.  Ashton  and  Wm.  Roger  Louis,  eds.,  East  of  Suez  and  the  Commonwealth,  1964–1971—Part  
I:  East  of  Suez,  British  Documents  on  the  End  of  Empire:  Series  A,  vol.  5  (London:  TSO,  2004),  
cxx–cxxiv.  See  also  Kathleen  Paul,  ‘Communities  of  Britishness:  Migration  in  the  Last  Gasp  of  
Empire’,   in   British   Culture   and   the   End   of   Empire,   ed.   Stuart   Ward,   Studies   in   Imperialism  
Series   (Manchester:   Manchester   University   Press,   2001);   Randall   Hansen,   Citizenship   and  
Immigration   in   Post-­‐‑War   Britain:   The   Institutional   Origins   of   a   Multicultural   Nation   (Oxford:  
Oxford  University  Press,  2000).  
33  As   Stockwell   has   pointed   out,   sterling   constituted   an   important   means   through   which  
Britain   continued   to   exert   influence   after   decolonisation.   See   Stockwell,   ‘Ends   of   Empire’,  
161–63.  
34  Ashton   and   Louis,   eds.,   British   Documents   A-­‐‑5-­‐‑I,   xxxiii–xli.   For   more   on   this   topic,   see:  
Jeffrey  Pickering,  ‘Politics  and  “Black  Tuesday”:  Shifting  Power  in  Cabinet  and  the  Decision  
to   Withdraw   from   East   of   Suez,   November   1967–January   1968’,   Twentieth   Century   British  
History   13,   no.   2   (2002),   144–70;   Michael   L.   Dockrill,   British   Defence   since   1945   (Oxford:  
Blackwell,  1989).  
35  Curran  and  Ward,  Unknown  Nation,  45–47.  
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changed   irrevocably.36  Differences   between   the   dominions   and  London  had   been   a  
recurring  feature  of  the  Commonwealth  from  the  outset,  but  it  was  only  during  the  
late   1950s   and   ’60s,   as   Britain   underwent   massive   post-­‐‑war   transformations,   that  
they  ‘intensified  into  outright  antagonism’.37  That  the  pleas  of  ‘abandoned  Britons’  in  
Australia,   Canada   and   New   Zealand   went   unheeded   only   served   to   induce   these  
formerly   ‘British’   societies   to   reconsider   their  place   in   the  world,  with   the  younger  
generations   in  particular  ready  to  shed  their  outmoded  British   trappings.  Deprived  
of  their  Britishness,  they  sought  new  flags,  anthems  and  symbols,  and  re-­‐‑wrote  their  
histories   through   a   nationalist   lens,   reinterpreting   events   and   developments   as   a  
progressive   journey   towards   maturity   and   adulthood. 38   A.G.   Hopkins   puts   it  
succinctly:    
The   adoption   of   new   anthems   and   flags   …   marked   the   end   of   long-­‐‑established  
connections  between  the  old  dominions  and  Britain  …  in  ways  that  in  some  respects  
were   more   profound   than   the   achievement   of   formal   independence   was   for   the  
colonies   because   they   involved   the   destruction   of   the   core   concept   of   Britishness,  
which  had  given  unity   and  vitality   to  Greater  Britain   overseas,   and   the   creation   of  
new  national  identities.39    
By  far  the  most  traumatic  episode  in  this  global  drama  took  place  in  Southern  Africa.  
At  11.00am  on  Remembrance  Day,  11  November  1965,  the  Rhodesian  cabinet  signed  
a   Unilateral   Declaration   of   Independence   (UDI)   from   the   UK.   It   was   an   act   of  
defiance   against   Westminster’s   insistence   on   introducing   majority   rule   in   the  
territory,  which   Rhodesian   Prime  Minister   Ian   Smith   feared  would   precipitate   the  
annihilation   of   his   white   people.   Southern   Rhodesia   had   been   a   self-­‐‑governing  
colony   since   1923,   and   had   acquired   over   time   an   ‘honorary   dominion’   status.   Its  
ethnic   composition,  with   a   large  minority   of  white   settlers,   set   it   apart   from   other  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
36  Bill   Schwarz,   ‘“The   Only   White   Man   in   There”:   The   Re-­‐‑Racialisation   of   England,   1956–
1968’,  Race  &  Class  38,  no.  1  (1996),  69.  
37  Schwarz,  ‘Only  White  Man’,  69.  
38  Stuart   Ward,   ‘The   “New   Nationalism”   in   Australia,   Canada   and   New   Zealand:   Civic  
Culture  in  the  Wake  of  the  British  World’,  in  Britishness  Abroad:  Transnational  Movements  and  
Imperial   Cultures,   ed.   Kate   Darian-­‐‑Smith,   Stuart   MacIntyre,   and   Patricia   Grimshaw  
(Melbourne:  Melbourne  University  Press,  2007).  
39  Hopkins,  ‘Rethinking’,  215.  
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African  colonies  (even  if  they  remained  heavily  outnumbered  by  the  disenfranchised  
African  population).40  Rhodesians   took  pride   in   their   fierce   loyalty   to  Britain,   often  
depicting  themselves  as  second  to  none  in  allegiance  to  the  Crown.  The  image  of  the  
typical  white   Rhodesian,   not   unlike   their   Australian   or  New  Zealand   counterpart,  
was  that  of  ‘a  lone,  sun-­‐‑tanned,  and  broad-­‐‑brimmed  rancher  embodying  the  virtues  
of   the  English  public   schoolboy   adapted   to   the  African   veldt’.41  Southern  Rhodesia  
briefly   formed   part   of   the   Central   African   Federation   (1953–63)   together   with   the  
protectorates  of  Northern  Rhodesia   and  Nyasaland.  Violent   riots   and  unrest   in   the  
latter   triggered   the   eventual   dissolution   of   the   Federation,   leaving   a   powerless  
Britain  with  little  choice  but  to  grant  independence  (under  majority,  African,  rule)  to  
Zambia   and   Malawi.42  The   1961   constitution   of   Southern   Rhodesia   (re-­‐‑christened  
Rhodesia   in   1964)   was   ‘colour-­‐‑blind’   in   theory,   yet   the   rigid   requirements   of  
education  and  property   for  Africans   to  vote  made   it  almost   impossible   for   them  to  
participate   in   the   political   process.43  Ian   Smith’s   own   rhetoric   of   loyalty   to   ‘true’  
Britishness   resonated   among   sectors   of   the  UK  population   and   elites,   but  was   also  
fiercely   condemned   by   many,   raising   questions   about   British   loyalties.   Rhodesia  
continued   to   invoke   its   allegiance   to   the   Queen,   despite   its   abhorrence   for   the  
London   government.   It   was   only   after   years   of   protracted   negotiations,   crippling  
economic  sanctions  and  mounting  mutual  mistrust  that  Rhodesian  whites  voted  in  a  
referendum   to   leave   the   Commonwealth   and   become   a   republic   in   1969.44  The  
Rhodesian   question   would   prove   one   of   Britain’s   most   exhausting   and   politically  
intractable   post-­‐‑imperial   dilemmas,   which   remained   unsettled   until   Robert  
Mugabe’s   election   as   President   of   the   newly   established  Republic   of   Zimbabwe   in  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
40  Donal   Lowry,   ‘Rhodesia   1890–1980’,   in   Settlers   and   Expatriates:   Britons   over   the   Seas,   ed.  
Robert  A.  Bickers,  Oxford  History  of   the  British  Empire  Companion  Series   (Oxford:  Oxford  
University  Press,  2010),  120–26.  
41  Lowry,  ‘Rhodesia’,  139.  
42  For  a  more  detailed  treatment  of  this  topic,  see  Darwin,  Unfinished,   loc.  6342–408;  Darwin,  
Empire  Project,  619–21.  
43  Darwin,  Empire  Project,  645.  
44  A  good  account  of  the  Queen/Rhodesia  dilemma  can  be  found  in  Philip  Murphy,  Monarchy  
and   the   End   of   Empire:   The   House   of   Windsor,   the   British   Government,   and   the   Post-­‐‑War  
Commonwealth  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  2013),  100–06.  
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1980.45  It   is  pertinent  to  note  that  their  neighbours  in  South  Africa  were  also  part  of  
this  drama.  While  demographically  different  from  Rhodesia,  many  English-­‐‑speaking  
South  Africans   shared   their   attachment   to   the  Greater  British   ideal   and   considered  
themselves  fiercely  loyal  to  the  Crown.  Even  if  the  fall  of  Jan  Smuts  to  the  Afrikaner  
National   Party   in   1948   had   signified   Britain’s   decline   in   the   eyes   of   many   British  
South   Africans,   it   was   the   1961  withdrawal   from   the   Commonwealth   that   dealt   a  
lethal  blow  to  their  British  bond.  Indeed,  this  became  manifest  when  four  years  later  
they  sided  with  their  northern  neighbours  after  they  declared  UDI.46  
Aaron   Donaghy   has   recently   argued   that   the   ‘abandoned   Britons’   concept   ‘does  
much  to  explain   the  nature  of   the  Britain-­‐‑Falklands  relationship   in   the  1970s’.47  The  
same  can  be  said  of  the  earlier  1960s  period,  when  the  relationship  began  to  acquire  
such  contours.  This  is  not  to  say  that  the  Islanders  discussed  their  ‘plight’  overtly  in  
the   light  of  developments  elsewhere   in   the  British  world.  Yet  despite   the   Islanders’  
parochial   outlook,   the  diminishing  purchase  of   a   transnational  British   identity  was  
closely   tied  up  with   their   future.  The   serial   crises  of  belonging   throughout  Greater  
Britain   demonstrate   that   the   Falklands   dispute   was   not   merely   affected   by   the  
influence   of   decolonisation   in   the   UN,   but   also   by   the   creeping   obsolescence   of   a  
worldview  that  underpinned  their  self-­‐‑perception.  
  
  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
45  For  more  on  the  fate  of  Rhodesia  after  UDI,  see  Peter  Godwin  and  Ian  Hancock,  Rhodesians  
Never   Die:   The   Impact   of   War   and   Political   Change   on   White   Rhodesia,   c.1970–1980   (Oxford:  
Oxford  University  Press,  1993).  
46  They  are  sometimes  also  called   ‘English  South  Africans’  or   ‘British  South  Africans’.  Note,  
however,  that  there  remains  considerable  room  for  debate  about  the  nature  and  cohesiveness  
of  South  African  Britishness.  cf.  Saul  Dubow,  ‘How  British  Was  the  British  World?  The  Case  
of  South  Africa’,  Journal  of  Imperial  and  Commonwealth  History  37,  no.  1  (2009);  John  Lambert,  
‘An  Unknown  People:  Reconstructing  British  South  African   Identity’,   Journal  of   Imperial  and  
Commonwealth  History  37,  no.  4   (2009).  Also  see  Ronald  Hyam  and  Peter  Henshaw,  The  Lion  
and   the   Springbok:   Britain   and   South   Africa   since   the   Boer   War   (Cambridge:   Cambridge  
University   Press,   2003);   P.S.   Thompson,  Natalians   First:   Separatism   in   South   Africa,   1909–61  
(Johannesburg:  Southern  Book  Publishers,  1990).  
47  Donaghy,  British  Government,  15.  
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‘Like   people   living   in   an   island   off   the   British   Isles’:   the   fundamental   Britishness   of   the  
Falklands  
The   first  half  of  1948  had  seen  an  unusual   level  of  political  activism   in   the   Islands.  
There   was   growing   popular   discontent   with   Governor   Geoffrey  Miles   Clifford,   as  
many  people  felt  his  policies  were  leading  the  Falklands  towards  financial  ruin.  The  
situation  came  to  a  head  in  the  month  of  May,  when  Clifford  announced  an  increase  
in   taxes,   and   the   Islanders   responded   by   collecting   740   signatures   for   a   petition  
requesting   his   removal   from   office.   The   document,   addressed   to   the   Secretary   of  
State   for   the   Colonies,   was   blunt   and   forthright:   ‘This   British   community,   100%  
white,  and  noted  for   its   loyalty  to   the  Crown  in  the  past,  has   lost  confidence   in  the  
Administration’.48  By   evoking   a   ‘kith   and   kin’   relationship,   the   petition   placed   the  
Falkland   Islands   apart   from   other   non-­‐‑settler   colonies.   These   developments   in   the  
Falklands   were   taking   place   more   or   less   simultaneously   with   several   important  
events   in   the   international   and  British  world   arenas:   Indian   independence   in   1947;  
the  United  Nations’   early   efforts   to   find   a  way   to   grant   independence   to   non   self-­‐‑
governing  territories;  the  debate  over  the  British  Nationality  Bill   in  the  UK;  and  the  
imminent   arrival   of   HMS   Empire   Windrush   in   London,   carrying   some   500   West  
Indian  migrants.   But,   even  more   importantly   for   the   Falklands,   it  was   around   this  
time   that   Argentina   had   begun   to   revive   the   Malvinas   issue.   In   that   sense,   the  
petition  also  served  to  distinguish  the  Islanders  from  Argentina.  As  we  shall  see,  the  
Falklands  lobby  would  emulate  this  strategy  two  decades  later.49  
Yet  this  was  not  merely  a  matter  of  clever  tactics,  nor  had  it  been  ‘invented’  for  the  
occasion.  Though  clearly  a   colony  and  not   a   self-­‐‑governing  dominion,   the   fact   that  
the  Falklands’  population  was  almost  exclusively  of  British  descent  meant  that  they  
were  often  referred  to  in  the  same  light  as  other  British  settlers  around  the  world.  A  
message   of   congratulation   from   King   George   V   in   1933,   on   the   occasion   of   the  
centenary   of   the   British   settlement   of   the   Falklands,   expressed   this   mentality  
succinctly:  ‘I  shall  always  follow  with  affectionate  solicitude  the  fortunes  of  a  Colony  
whose  people,   though  separated   from   the  Mother  Country  by  wide   tracts  of  ocean  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
48  TNA  CO  78/241/1,  Falkland  Islanders  to  Colonial  Secretary,  4  June  1948.  
49  Dodds,  Pink  Ice,  124.  
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are   nevertheless   bound   to   it   by   the   closest   ties   of   kinship   and   loyalty’.50  When  
Islanders  emigrated  from  the  Falklands,  their  destinations  of  choice—other  than  the  
UK—tended   to   be   Australia,   New   Zealand   and   Canada.   Evidence   from   the   1930s  
shows  that  there  were  plans  for  resettling  some  ‘Kelpers’  in  the  different  dominions,  
and  proposals  to  send  their  children  there  to  educate  them  in  ‘farm  schools’.51  More  
importantly,  the  Falkland  Islanders  saw  themselves  as  distinctly  British  and,  like  all  
settler  societies  in  the  empire,  they  stressed  their  loyalty  and  whiteness.  This,  in  turn,  
translated   into  an  appeal   for  a  greater  degree  of  autonomy   in   internal  affairs—not,  
indeed,  a  cry  for  independence,  but  a  demand  for  greater  equality  within  the  empire.  
Thus   the   petition   underlined   that   ‘after   115   years   the   Colony   is   still   without  
representative  Government  and   it   is  evident   that  under   the  present  Administration  
elected   representation   on   the   Executive   Council   is   a   necessary   preliminary   to   self  
administration’.52  Over   the   previous   years   there   had   been   discussions   on   how   to  
increase  democratic  representation  in  the  Islands,  as  it  was  felt  that  ‘the  Governor  in  
combination  with  the  board  of  the  Falkland  Islands  Company  (FIC)  largely  ignored  
all  forms  of  direct  political  consultation  with  the  local  populace’.53  This  culminated  in  
a  reform  of  the  Legislative  Council  (LegCo)  and  the  creation  of  a  new  Constitution  in  
1949.  The  new  LegCo,  presided  over  by  the  Governor,  would  be  composed  of  three  
senior  ex-­‐‑officio  members  (the  Colonial  Secretary,  the  Senior  Medical  Officer  and  the  
Agricultural   Officer),   four   directly   elected   councillors,   two   appointed   unofficial  
members  and   three  official  members.  The  Executive  Council   (ExCo)  would   include  
two  elected  councillors,  two  appointed  members  and  two  ex-­‐‑officio  members.54  
This   demand   for   equality   and   greater   representation  went   hand   in   hand  with   the  
conviction   that   they   were   ‘better   Britons’—a   key   feature   of   the   idea   of   Greater  
Britain.55  Overseas   Britons   often   saw   themselves   as   stronger   and   healthier,   as   they  
had  a  more  wholesome  diet,  a  better  climate  and  lived  and  worked  in  open  spaces—	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
50  JCNA  CUL/CEN/1#11,  Colonial  Secretary  to  Governor,  6  February  1933.  
51   TNA   CO   78/194/9,   1933;   TNA   CO   78/196/12,   Child   Emigration   Society   to   Oversea  
Settlement  Office,  8  August  1934.  
52  TNA  CO  78/241/1,  Falkland  Islanders  to  Colonial  Secretary.  
53  Dodds,  Pink  Ice,  119.  
54  For  more  on  Falkland  Islands  local  government,  see  Dodds,  Pink  Ice,  124.  
55  See  the  Introduction  to  this  thesis,  34–35.  
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not   in  the  mines  and  factories  of   the   imperial  metropole.56  This  belief  was  bolstered  
during   the   two  World  Wars   in   the   twentieth   century,   as   their   contribution   to   the  
British  forces  became—in  their  eyes—proof  not  only  of  their  loyalty,  but  also  of  their  
superiority.  The  Falklanders,  of  course,  could  not  boast  a  better  climate  than  Britain,  
nor   could   they   claim   superiority   over   British   forces   during   the   two  World   Wars.  
They  did,  however,  remind  Britain  about  their  contributions  during  the  two  conflicts.  
For  example,  a  letter  to  the  Times  on  behalf  of  the  Falkland  Islands  Association  (FIA)  
stated  in  1968  that  ‘during  the  last  war  the  small  community  of  just  over  2,000  people  
contributed  £70,000  and  a  squadron  of  Spitfires’.57  A  special   ‘Victory  Issue’  of  Today  
highlighted  that   ‘over  150  of   the  colony’s   fighting  men  and  women,  of  pure  British  
stock,  left  their  wind-­‐‑swept  island  home  to  fight  and  serve  in  the  Armed  Forces,  the  
Merchant  Navy,  Nursing  Services  and  the  Land  Army  of  the  United  Kingdom’.58    
Yet,  even  more  so  than  their  wartime  contributions,  successive  Falklands  Governors,  
in   their   dealings   with   the   UK,   stressed   three   particular   features.   First,   that   the  
Falklanders’   loyalty  was  second  to  none:   ‘no  where   [sic]  within   the  Empire   is   there  
any  more   loyal   community   than   this’,   asserted  Clifford   in   1948;  while   twenty-­‐‑two  
years   later,   the   recently   appointed  Governor  Rex  Hunt  was   still   able   to   affirm   that  
the   ‘National   Anthem   is   sung   lustily   (who   in   Britain   knows   the   second   verse   by  
heart?)  and  patriotic   fervour   rides  high’.59  Second,   they   stressed  an  almost  absolute  
racial  homogeneity,  as  Governor  Cosmo  Haskard  affirmed  in  1968:  
the   islanders   were   like   people   living   in   an   island   off   the   British   Isles,   they   were  
completely  English:  in  fact,  more  English  than  the  people  here  [in  the  UK],  there  were  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
56  See,   for   example,   Belich,   Replenishing,   467;   Darwin,   Empire   Project,   167;   Ward,   ‘Imperial  
Identities’,  233.  
57  E.H.  Spencer  and  W.J.  Wood,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Times,  25  March  1968.  More  on  FIA  and  
the  Falklands  lobby  in  Chapter  2,  71–73.  
58  JCNA  WAR/W2H/9#4,  Falkland   Islands’  great  part   in   the  war  effort,  Today—Victory  Issue,  
1946.   This   continues   to   be   part   of   the   Falklands’   folklore   to   this   day.   In   a   recent   book,  
Falkland   Islander   Terry   Betts   places   great   emphasis   on   the   Falklands’   contribution   to   the  
world  wars:  Terence  Severine  Betts,  A  Falkland  Islander  Till   I  Die,  Kindle  ed.   (Dorset:  Dudes  
Publishing,  2012),  loc.  571–81.  
59  Cited   in   Dodds,   Pink   Ice,   121.   THCR   ALW   040/325/12,   Hunt   to   Carrington,   8   December  
1980.  
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no  Argentines  or  Spaniards,  their  language,  race,  politics  and  culture  were  all  British  
and  they  would  regard  with  horror  and  bitterness  any  attempt  to  hand  them  over.60  
A   quarter   of   a   century   earlier,   Governor   Cardinall   had   pleaded   that   ‘as   full   a  
measure  of  democracy  as  possible  is  essential  to  the  just  government  of  this  Colony  
which  should  approximate  to  that  of  rural  communities  in  England  rather  than  to  a  
Colony   where   the   majority   of   the   people   are   of   another   race’.61  Finally,   they   also  
claimed  to  have  preserved  certain  qualities  Britain  no  longer  had.  On  the  eve  of  war,  
after   the   Argentine   invasion   of   South   Georgia,   the   Governor   of   the   Falklands  
declared:  ‘Life  here  is  very  pleasant.  The  people  here  have  a  quality  of  life  that  was  
lost  in  Britain  50  years  ago.  I  can  quite  understand  why  they  want  to  keep  it’.62    
Clearly,  the  Falklands  followed  many  trends  in  line  with  other  realms  of  the  British  
world.   In   that   sense,   it   is   perhaps   not   surprising   that   the   Islanders   also   chose   to  
adopt  the  rhetorical  mantle  of   ‘abandoned  Britons’,   in  the  face  of  the  turmoil  of  the  
1960s.   The  point   here   is   not   to   lump   together  widely  divergent   cases,   ignoring   the  
many  differences  between  them.  But  in  stressing  the  commonalities,  we  can  see  how  
they  responded  to  strikingly  similar  political  dynamics.  The  differences,   in   fact,  are  
also   a   key   part   of   the   story:   it   was   the   growing   awareness   that   the   supposed  
‘sameness’  that  bound  them  was  largely  a  mirage  that  set  the  unravelling  of  ‘Greater  
Britain’   in  motion.63  It   is   in  this  context  that  we  can  understand  the  development  of  
the   Falklands   conflict   as   a   broader,   transnational   issue,   and   not   just   an   isolated  
phenomenon.  
One   feature  peculiar   to   the  Falkland  Islands  was   their   remoteness  and  marginality:  
their  place   in   the  British   imagination  was  virtually  non-­‐‑existent  and,  until   the  1982  
conflict,   few   in   the   UK   could   even   find   them   on   a   map.   In   this   regard,  
‘decolonisation’   appeared   far   more   acceptable   and   appropriate   in   the   United  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
60  ‘Notes  on  Lord  Shepherd-­‐‑Haskard  Meeting’,  27  February  1968,   in  Ashton  and  Louis,  eds.,  
British  Documents  A-­‐‑5-­‐‑III,  no.  324.  
61  ‘Batterskill  Minute’,  15  October  1948.  In  Frederick  Madden,  The  End  of  Empire:  Dependencies  
since  1948—Part  1:  The  West  Indies,  British  Honduras,  Hong  Kong,  Fiji,  Cyprus,  Gibraltar,  and  the  
Falkalnds,  Documents  in  Imperial  History:  Select  Documents  on  the  Constitutional  History  of  
the  British  Empire  and  Commonwealth,  vol.  VIII  (London:  Greenwood  Press,  2000),  535.  
62  Cited  in  Nick  Davies,  ‘Falkland  Expects  UK  to  Do  Duty’,  Guardian,  27  March  1982.  
63  cf.  Ward,  ‘Worlds  Apart’.  
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Kingdom  than  would  have  been  the  case  with  other  British  settler  communities.  An  
important   Foreign   Office   document   from   1968   spelt   this   out   very   clearly,   and   is  
worth  quoting  at  length:  
(1)   The   colony   is   no   longer   of   any   strategic   or  much   economic   value   to   us.   It   has  
hitherto  been  virtually  self-­‐‑supporting  but  its  economy  is  largely  dependent  on  wool.  
The  prices  of  this  commodity  have  fallen  in  world  markets.  
(2)   The   Governor   had   said   that   pro-­‐‑Argentine   sentiment   may   grow   among   the  
Islanders  as  their  economic  prosperity  (which  has  been  associated  by  them  with  their  
close  links  with  Britain)  declines;  
(3)   We   can   no   longer   defend   the   Falkland   Islands   effectively,   except   by   a   force  
ridiculously  large  in  relation  to  the  population  and  our  resources.  …  
(6)  If  the  Falkland  Islanders  are  to  have  any  kind  of  tolerable  future,  a  modus  vivendi  
with  their  infinitely  larger  neighbour  will  have  to  be  found:  they  cannot  live  in  a  state  
of  latent  hostility  forever.64    
It  was  clear  that,  in  the  eyes  of  Foreign  Office  officials,  Britain  was  neither  willing  nor  
able   to   keep   the   colony   indefinitely.   The   first   paragraph   is   particularly   revealing.  
Without   any   material   incentive   to   invest   in   the   Islands’   future,   a   settlement   with  
Argentina  appeared  to  be  the  logical  way  to  go.  Yet  the  defence  costs  of  retaining  the  
Islands  were   an   important   factor   too.   The  decision   to  withdraw   from  East   of   Suez  
had   been   made   nineteen   months   earlier,   and   the   prospect   of   deploying   a  
‘ridiculously  large’  force  in  the  South  Atlantic  was  clearly  contrary  to  Britain’s  latest  
policies.  It  is  true  that  this  decision  had  not  had  a  direct  impact  on  the  Falklands:  the  
1965  Defence  Review  had   specified   that   ‘an   ice  patrol   [would  be  kept]   to  maintain  
our   position   in   the   Falkland   Islands   and   the   Antarctic   and   to   deter   Argentinian  
incursions’.65  Yet  it  is  likely  that  the  defence  cuts  also  affected  British  attitudes  to  the  
Falklands.   As   we   will   see,   changing   attitudes   in   the   metropole   would   play   into  
Islander  fears  right  down  to  the  eve  of  war.    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
64  ‘Chalfont   Visit   to   FI:   FO   Notes’,   November   1968,   in   Ashton   and   Louis,   eds.,   British  
Documents  A-­‐‑5-­‐‑III,  no.  329.  
65  CAB  130/213,  8  November  1965,  in  Ashton  and  Louis,  eds.,  British  Documents  A-­‐‑5-­‐‑I,  no.  6.  
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However,  much  as  it  might  have  considered  the  fate  of  the  Islands  effectively  sealed,  
the   British   government   could   not   escape   the   fact   that   decolonisation   was   not   a  
straightforward   issue   either.   In   this   particular   case,   not   only  was   there   no   colonial  
nationalist  movement  pushing  for  the  end  of  the  British  link,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  
Falkland  Islanders  had  chosen  to  highlight  their  close  links  to  the  ‘mother  country’—
thus  positing  a  crucial  distinction  between   ‘self-­‐‑determination’  and   ‘decolonisation’  
that   would   characterise   other   British   overseas   possessions   in   years   to   come.66  The  
resulting   tension  between   the  Colony’s   feelings  of  Britishness  and   the  UK’s   fatigue  
created  a  crisis  mentality  that  would  be  exacerbated  by  several  events  from  the  mid-­‐‑
1960s  until  the  eve  of  war.    
‘Bringing  pressure  to  bear  on  the  Islanders’:  hints  of  ‘betrayal’  and  ‘duplicity’  
One  important  source  of  tension  came  from  the  involvement  of  the  United  Nations  in  
this   dispute.   UN   Resolution   2065   (XX),   passed   in   December   1965,   asked   the  
governments  of   the  United  Kingdom  and  Argentina  to  negotiate   in  order  to  find   ‘a  
peaceful   solution   to   the  problem’,   bearing   in  mind   two  key  points:  UN  Resolution  
1514   (XV)   of   December   1960,   which   called   for   the   granting   of   independence   to  
colonial   countries  and  peoples,   and   ‘the   interests  of   the  population  of   the  Falkland  
Islands   (Malvinas)’.67  The   disagreement   over   the   meaning   of   these   two   provisions  
became  a  nodal  point  in  the  ensuing  dispute,  yet  at  the  same  time  both  countries  also  
had  strong  reasons  for  compliance.    
Here   it   can   be   helpful   to   draw   on  Martín   González’s   recent   contribution.  His   key  
argument  is  that  the  ‘fear  of  decolonization’  drove  Argentine  and  British  negotiators,  
rather  than  mere  opportunism  by  Argentina  or  delay  tactics  on  the  part  of  Britain,  as  
some   authors  have   argued.68  From   the  Argentine  perspective,   there  was   a   growing  
realisation  that  the  push  for  decolonisation  in  Britain,  coupled  with  the  anti-­‐‑colonial  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
66  Other  notable  examples  include  the  1967  referendum  in  Gibraltar  and  the  concerted  efforts  
of  Hong  Kong  to  remain  in  the  British  fold  in  the  1980s.  
67  UN  Resolution  2065  (Xx),  Question  of  the  Falkland  Islands  (Malvinas),  16  December  1965.  
68  See  Martín  Abel  González,   ‘Missed  Opportunity?  The  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  Negotiations  over  
the   Sovereignty   of   the   Falkland   Islands,   1966–1968’,  Universidad   de   Belgrano—Documento   de  
Trabajo,  no.  241  (2009),  16.  
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campaign  at   the  United  Nations   could   lead   to   the   triumph  of   self-­‐‑determination   in  
the   Falkland   Islands,   thus   putting   an   end   to   Buenos   Aires’   claim   to   the   Islands.  
Argentinian  governments  had  protested  regularly  since  the  British   invasion  in  1833  
(with  two  significant  long  ‘periods  of  silence’,  between  1849  and  1884,  and  between  
1888   and   1908),   but   the  Malvinas   did   not   become   a  major   national   issue   until   the  
mid-­‐‑1940s,  when  General  Juan  Domingo  Perón  took  office  in  1946  and  pushed  for  a  
‘national  awakening’  in  Argentina.  This  coincided  with  a  growing  fear—shared  both  
by   Peronists   and   anti-­‐‑Peronists—that   Argentina’s   long-­‐‑held   attitude   towards   the  
Malvinas  (based  on  the  belief  that  the  eventual  repossession  of  the  Islands  was  only  a  
matter  of  time)  was  becoming  dangerously  unrealistic,  as  new  proposals  to  grant  the  
Islands   an   international   administration   or   self-­‐‑government  were   tabled.   In   light   of  
this,   Argentina   adopted   a   new   discourse   at   the   UN   between   1961   and   1963,  
presenting   the   Malvinas   as   an   upshot   of   colonialism—and   their   inhabitants   as  
‘British  colonialists’,  rather  than  a  ‘colonial  people’.69    
At  the  British  end,  officials   in  London  believed  that  the  Falklands  were  a  particular  
case   in   which   self-­‐‑determination   should   be   subordinated   to   considerations   of   an  
economic,   strategic   and   diplomatic   nature—regardless   of   the   Islanders’   wishes.  
Policymakers   were   coming   to   the   realisation   that   the   Colony’s   sell-­‐‑by   date   was  
approaching   fast,   as   labour   costs   in   the   Falkland   Islands   increased   and   the  world  
price  of  wool  decreased.  Coupled  with  this,  there  was  an  underlying  conviction  that  
a   sovereignty   transfer  was   just   a  matter  of   time—a  question  of  when   rather   than   if.  
This  air  of   inevitability  was  quite  prevalent  among  British  policymakers—and  even  
Falklands   Governors.   For   example,   the   Under-­‐‑Secretary   for   the   Commonwealth  
Office  suggested  in  1967  that  
no   good   purpose   would   be   served,   and   it   would   not   be   playing   fair   with   the  
islanders,  to  leave  them  under  any  illusion  that  they  really  have  an  option  of  staying  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
69  More  on  the  Argentine  stance  can  be  found  in  González,  Genesis,  25–38.  
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there   in   the   Falklands   as   it  were   [sic]   in   the   early   years   of   this   century,   and   being  
maintained  there  by  Britain  against  all  comers.70  
Other   sources   corroborate   this   view.   For   instance,   Governor   Sir   Cosmo   Haskard  
‘realised  that  the  U.K.  could  not  indefinitely  keep  the  islands  but  they  had  a  duty  to  
make   things  as  palatable  as  possible’,   and   thus   the  United  Kingdom   ‘should  avoid  
being  trapped  into  making  rosy  statements  about   the  future’.71  He  even  went  as   far  
as   suggesting   that   the   year   2000   be   set   as   a   target   for   the   eventual   sovereignty  
transfer.72  Similarly,   there   was   a   growing   belief   that   Argentine   sovereignty   would  
some  day  become  acceptable  to  the  Islanders.  Lord  Chalfont,  for  one,  pronounced:  
I   believe   therefore   that   the   Falkland   Islands   may   one   day   be   prepared   to   choose  
Argentine  sovereignty.  But   the  process  will   take  years;  and  we  must  strive   to  make  
Argentines  understand,   and  accept,   that   they  must   exercise  patience,   and   show   the  
Islanders   by   all   practical  means   possible   the   advantages   to   be   derived   from   closer  
association   with   Argentina,   leading   gradually   but   inexorably   to   the   acceptance   of  
Argentine  sovereignty.73  
However,  González  stresses  that  a  very  important  aspect  to  the  dispute  was  the  fact  
that,   as   far   as   London  was   concerned,   a   resolution   of   the   Falklands   dispute   could  
become  a  model  for  other  colonial  cases.  This  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  an  otherwise  
unimportant  conflict  could  not  simply  be  solved  by  a  sovereignty  transfer  negotiated  
at   the   top,  without   consulting   the   population   of   the   Islands.   Such   course   of   action  
would  set  a  precedent  for  the  disputes  over  Gibraltar,  British  Honduras  or  Rhodesia,  
in   which   Britain   supported   self-­‐‑determination.   Thus   both   Argentina   and   Britain  
could   see   clear   benefits   in   finding   a   common   solution   to   their   dispute,   but  
willingness   to   negotiate   on   both   sides   did   not   translate   into   a   credible   basis   for   a  
settlement.   In   fact,   the   starting  points  of   the   two  parties  were   so  distant   from  each  
other   that   it  was   hard   to   envisage   how   they   could   come   to   any   agreement.  While  	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73   ‘Chalfont   to   Michael   Stewart’,   5   December   1968,   in   Ashton   and   Louis,   eds.,   British  
Documents  A-­‐‑5-­‐‑III,  no.  330.  
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Britain  wanted   a   very   slow   and   gradual   change,  which  would   be   amenable   to   the  
Islanders,   Argentina   did   not   want   to   leave   its   claim   (which   had   gained   a  
considerable  amount  of   international  support)  at   the  mercy  of   the  opinion  of  a   tiny  
and  overwhelmingly  British  population.74    
Several  attempts  since  1966  to  draft  a  treaty  between  the  two  parties  had  failed  due  
to  a  fundamental  disagreement  over  the  meaning  of  ‘the  interests  of  the  population  
of  the  Falkland  Islands  (Malvinas)’,  as  stated  in  Resolution  2065.  While  Buenos  Aires  
saw   the   interests   of   the   Islanders   as   something   that   could   be  worked   out   between  
Britain  and  Argentina,  London  was  conscious  of  the  ripple  effect  this  could  have  on  
other   ‘similar’   colonial   cases.   By  mid-­‐‑1967,   as   the  negotiations   reached   a  deadlock,  
Britain   proposed   that   both   parties   draft   a  Memorandum   of  Understanding,  which  
‘could  serve  as  the  basis  for  a  public  announcement’.75  Up  to  this  point,  the  Islanders  
had  been  unaware  of   the  negotiations.  A   few  months   after  Britain’s  new  proposal,  
however,   the  news  reached  the  Falklands,  and  the  reaction   in  Stanley  was   far   from  
sympathetic.  While  most  Islanders  were  ‘still  absolutely  in  the  dark’  about  the  recent  
developments,  ExCo  had  ‘at  last  seen  something  of  a  realisation  among  members  as  
to  what   the   future  may  well  hold’.  The   councillors  had   said   to  Governor  Haskard:  
‘all  we  want   to   know   is   that   Britain   is   going   to   stand  by  us’.   Yet,   ‘in   their   hearts’,  
concluded  the  Governor,  in  a  letter  to  the  Gibraltar  and  South  Atlantic  Department,  
‘there  is  now  grave  doubt  as  to  whether  Britain  will’.76  The  councillors  were  not  yet  
fully   aware   of   what   the   negotiations   entailed;   they   only   knew   that   British  
sovereignty  over  the  Islands  was  at  stake.  Haskard,  being  the  only  person  in  Stanley  
who   had   the   full   picture,   tried   to   appeal   to   the   best   instincts   of   the   British  
government,  waxing  lyrical  about  the  Islands’  closeness  to  the  ‘mother  country’:    
We   have   a   strong   emotional   feeling   for   the  Queen,   the   flag   (flying   every   day   over  
Stanley)  and  the  national  anthem  (sung  vigorously  once  a  week  in  the  Cathedral  and  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
74  More   developed   versions   of   these   arguments   can   be   found   in  González,  Genesis,   216–17;  
González,  ‘Missed  Opportunity’,  9.  
75  See  Freedman,  Official  History  I,  24–25.  
76  ‘Haskard  to  J.S.  Bennett’,  21  October  1967,  in  Ashton  and  Louis,  eds.,  British  Documents  A-­‐‑5-­‐‑
III,  no.  323.  
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played   last   thing   at   night   over   the  wireless).  Our   links,   sentimental   and   economic,  
bind  us  firmly  to  England.    
It   is  worth  pausing   to  reflect  on   the  ambiguity   in  Haskard’s  use  of   ‘us’  and   ‘them’,  
since  he  was  certainly  not  himself  a  Falkland  Islander.  Sir  Cosmo  Haskard  had  been  
born  in  Dublin,  the  son  of  a  British  Army  officer  and  an  Irish  mother.  He  had  spent  
his   early  years   in   Ireland  and  England,  with   a  brief   spell   in  Egypt   and  China,   and  
later  worked  as  a  colonial  officer  in  Nyasaland  until  he  was  appointed  Governor  of  
the   Falkland   Islands   in   1964.77  Dodds   argues   that   his   use   of   ‘us’   to   refer   to   the  
Islanders  perhaps  ‘suggested  that  he  also  identified  himself  with  [their]  plight’.78  Yet  
his  views  on   the   Islanders’  Britishness   (as  he  described   them  to  Whitehall  officials)  
were  ambiguous  at  best.  He  did  not  hold  much  hope  for  the  Islands’  future,  nor  did  
he  believe  that  Britain  should  worry  excessively  about  it.  But  he  adamantly  opposed  
an  immediate  sovereignty  transfer.  The  evidence  suggests  that  this  may  simply  have  
been  a  rhetorical  flourish  to  give  his  message  greater  impact.  We  will  see  that  he  later  
adopted  a  seemingly  contradictory  view,  also  for  rhetorical  purposes.  
Apart   from   stressing   the   Islands’   links   with   the   United   Kingdom,   Haskard   also  
emphasised  their  distance  from  Argentina:  
We  know  as  much  about  Argentina  as   the   inhabitants  of   the  Shetlands  know  about  
Poland.   …   Argentina,   seen   through   Falkland   eyes   is   unknown,   foreign,   aloof,  
disdainful,   corrupt,   feared,   a   place  where   taxation   is   high   and   the   standard   of   the  
public  service  low.79  
By   February   1968,   the   councillors’   opinion   had   hardened   considerably,   largely  
because  the  early  draft  of  the  memorandum,  which  they  had  finally  been  allowed  to  
see,  was  mired  in  problems.  It  was  ambiguous  and  had  been  stretched  to  the  limit  in  
order   to   accommodate   both   the   British   and   Argentine   positions—which,   in   turn,  
would   be   clarified   in   two   unilateral   statements   to   be   produced   by   the   respective  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
77  Cosmo   Haskard,   ‘Haskard,   Cosmo   Dugal   Patrick   Thomas’,   in   The   Dictionary   of   Falklands  
Biography   (Including   South  Georgia):   From  Discovery   up   to   1981,   ed.  David   Tatham   (Ledbury:  
David  Tatham,  2008).  
78  Dodds,  Pink  Ice,  128.  
79  ‘Haskard  to  Bennett’.  Cited  in  Ashton  and  Louis,  eds.,  British  Documents  A-­‐‑5-­‐‑III,  no.  323.  
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governments.80  Yet   it  was  precisely   this   ambiguity   that   confused  and  unnerved   the  
Falklands  councillors  most.   In   their   eyes,   the  word   ‘betrayal’  was   stamped  all  over  
the  document:  Britain  had  been  negotiating  a  settlement  behind  their  very  backs.    
Though   a   careful   reading  of   the  memorandum  would   alert   anyone   to   the   fact   that  
there  was  nothing  final  about  this  ‘settlement’,  the  Falklanders  were  understandably  
startled  when   they   read   the  document,  as   it   talked  about   ‘taking  duly   into  account  
the   interests   of   the  population  of   the   Islands’,  while   failing   to  mention   their  wishes.  
Even  worse,  article  4  categorically  stated:   ‘The  Government  of  the  United  Kingdom  
as   part   of   such   a   final   settlement   will   recognise   Argentina’s   sovereignty   over   the  
Islands  from  a  date  to  be  agreed’.81  Two  conditions  qualified  this  otherwise  emphatic  
statement  but,  again,  they  were  completely  dependent  on  what  Whitehall  considered  
to  be  the  interests  of  the  Islanders  rather  than  on  consultations  with  them.  And  even  
the  wording  of  the  statement  could  become  problematic,  as  one  official  had  put  it  a  
few  months  earlier:  
What  if  our  consultation  with  the  inhabitants  of  the  Falkland  Islands  showed  that  the  
transfer  of  sovereignty  to  the  Argentine  was  completely  unacceptable  to  them?  I  can  
only  think  that,  given  the   language  of  Article   I,  we  would  be  morally  committed  to  
bringing  pressure  to  bear  on  the  islanders  to  agree  to  the  change  of  sovereignty.82  
Hostility   in   the   Islands   was   already   beginning   to   gather   momentum.   As   Haskard  
explained   to   Lord   Shepherd   at   a   meeting   in   early   February,   ‘there   had   been   a  
slipping   from   one   foothold   to   another’   and   the   negotiations   had   advanced   in   a  
‘remorseless   way’.   The   Governor   again   emphasised   the   Islanders’   Britishness   and  
stressed   that   he   ‘was   not   satisfied   that   the   enormity   of   handing   over   territory   had  
been  understood   in   London,  New  York   and  Buenos  Aires’.   Yet   he   also   recognised  
that  the  time  would  come  when  a  sovereignty  transfer  would  take  place.  He  simply  
did  not  want  to  rush  it.83        
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
80  González,  ‘Missed  Opportunity’,  15.  
81  TNA  FCO  7/143,  Memorandum  of  Understanding,  9  August  1968,  fo.  337.  My  emphasis.  
82  TNA   FCO   42/45,  Minute   by   Sir   A.   Galsworthy,   26   July   1967,   in   Ashton   and   Louis,   eds.,  
British  Documents  A-­‐‑5-­‐‑III,  no.  320.  Article  I  became  Article  IV  in  the  final  version.  
83  ‘Shepherd-­‐‑Haskard’,  in  Ashton  and  Louis,  eds.,  British  Documents  A-­‐‑5-­‐‑III,  no.  324.  
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Within  a  few  weeks  the  issue  came  to  a  head.  In  a  fashion  echoed  in  other  corners  of  
‘Greater   Britain’,   the   Falklanders   quickly   moved   from   appealing   to   their   shared  
identity   to   openly   accusing   Britain   of   selling   them   out.  On   27   February   1968,   four  
Unofficial  Members  of  the  Executive  Council  sent  a  broadsheet  to  MPs  in  the  UK  and  
to  all  major  newspapers.  The  tone  was  severe  and  bitter:  
TAKE  NOTE  THAT  –  
The  Inhabitants  of  the  Islands  have  never  yet  been  consulted  regarding  their  future—
they  do  NOT  want   to  become  Argentines—they  are  as  British  as  you  are,  mostly  of  
English  and  Scottish  ancestry,  even  to  the  6th  generation—five  out  of  six  were  born  in  
the   Islands—many   elderly   people   have   never   been   elsewhere—there   is   no   racial  
problem—no  unemployment—no  poverty,  and  we  are  not  in  debt.  
ARE  YOU  AWARE  THAT  –  
The   people   of   these   Islands   do   not   wish   to   submit   to   a   Foreign   Language,   Law,  
Customs,   and  Culture   because   for   135   years   they   have   happily   pursued   their   own  
peaceful  way  of  life,  a  very  British  way  of  life,  unique  in  fact,  when  you  consider  that  
the   Islands  are  8,000  miles   from  the  Country  which  they  still  call   'ʹHome'ʹ   in  spite  of  
the  Immigration  Act.84  
The  following  month  would  see  the  creation  of  the  Falklands  lobby,  later  to  develop  
into  a  highly  effective  committee  with  bases  in  London  and  Stanley.  The  message  in  
the  broadsheet  already  contained  key  elements  of  its  rhetoric.  A  crucial  theme  was  its  
clear   Greater   British   credentials:   the   Islanders   were   ‘as   British   as   you   are’   (read  
white),   and—in   some   respects—perhaps   even   more   so,   since   they   had   ‘no   racial  
problem’.  The   reference   to   the   Immigration  Act  was  no   idle  addition:   the   Islanders  
were   also   anxious   about   the   repercussions   of   the   new   restrictions,   as   up   to   500   of  
them  could  be  excluded  from  direct  entry.85  With  all  these  matters  emerging  in  1968,  
the   Falklands   lobby   would   attempt   to   raise   awareness   in   the   United   Kingdom   in  
order   to   arrest   what   seemed   to   lie   in   the   not-­‐‑so-­‐‑distant   future.   Faced   with   the  
prospect   of   being   cast   adrift   in   the   South   Atlantic,   the   lobby   would   adopt   the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
84  ‘Broadsheet,  27  February  1968’,  Falkland  Islands  Monthly  Review,  1  April  1968.  
85  See  TNA  FCO  50/182,  1967.  
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rhetorical   mantle   of   ‘abandoned   Britons’   to   instil   new   life   into   one   of   the   few  
remaining  links  between  the  Falklands  and  the  UK:  the  idea  of  Greater  Britain.    
Not   long   after   the   lobby’s   inception,   as  we   shall   see   in   the   following   chapter,   the  
negotiation  process  was  brought  to  a  halt,   leading  to  a  change  of  strategy.  Whether  
or  not  it  can  be  credited  with  dampening  the  prospects  of  a  sovereignty  transfer,  its  
role   in   creating   a   greater   sense   of   awareness   of   the   Falklands   in   Westminster   is  
undeniable.  As  such,  it  seems  fair  to  argue  that  it  brought  the  plight  of  Falklands  into  
focus   in   the  UK,   at   a   time  when   the   British  world  was   undergoing   profound   and  
permanent  change.  Yet  this  case  was  founded  on  the  remnants  of  an  idea  which  was  
losing  its  political  purchase  and  thus  the  future  was  far  from  bright  for  the  Falklands.  
The  ensuing  14  years  would  witness  growing   tensions  and  disagreements  between  
the  Islands  and  their  ‘mother  country’.  
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2  
‘Dream  island’  
The  long  prelude  to  war  
  
  
In  late  November  1968,  Lord  Chalfont,  junior  minister  at  the  newly  merged  Foreign  
and  Commonwealth  Office  (FCO),  was  about  to  make  history.1  He  was  to  become  the  
first  British  minister  ever  to  visit  the  Falkland  Islands.  The  purpose  of  his  expedition  
was  ‘to  explain  Her  Majesty’s  Government’s  policy  to  the  Falkland  Islanders  and  to  
learn   their   views   at   first   hand’.   The   delay   in   the   public   announcement   of   the  
Memorandum   of   Understanding   between   Britain   and   Argentina   meant   that   his  
original   plan   of   explaining   ‘to   the   Islanders   precisely   what   it   meant   and   [thus  
mitigate]  its  public  impact’  had  to  be  scrapped.  Chalfont  was  now  forced  to  keep  the  
contents   and   the   very   existence   of   the   document   secret.2  Yet   the   news   had   been  
leaked  to  the  media,  which  had  decried  an  imminent  ‘sell-­‐‑out’.3  He  faced  an  arduous  
task.  
After  spending  a  few  days  visiting  settlements  in  West  Falkland,  he  was  now  bound  
for  Stanley,  where  many   Islanders  eagerly  awaited  his  arrival.  On  approaching   the  
harbour   on   the   icy  waters   of   the   South  Atlantic,   he  was   ‘touched   to   see   the   quay  
lined  with  Islanders  holding  placards’.  However,  what  from  the  distance  looked  like  
a  ‘charming’  welcome  turned  into  a  chilly  reception  as  the  boat  neared  the  jetty.  The  
banners  bore  hostile  and  combative  messages:  ‘Chalfont  Go  Home’,  said  some;  ‘Keep  
the   Falklands   British’,   screamed   others.4  His   response   was   stern.   In   an   interview  
broadcast  on  local  radio,  he  appeared  to  tell  the  Islanders  to  wake  up  to  the  fact  that  
Britain  was  no  longer  what  they  thought  it  was:      	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  The  Foreign  Office  and   the  Commonwealth  Office  had  been  amalgamated   in  October   that  
year.  
2  ‘Chalfont  to  Stewart’,  in  Ashton  and  Louis,  eds.,  British  Documents  A-­‐‑5-­‐‑III,  no.  330.  
3  See,  for  instance,  Squire  Barraclough,  ‘Falklands  Sell-­‐‑Out’,  Daily  Express,  20  September  1968.  
4  Alun  Chalfont,  The  Shadow  of  My  Hand  (London:  Weidenfeld  &  Nicolson,  2000),  144.  
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I  think  it  is  essential  to  realise  that  Britain  is  no  longer  the  great  Imperial  Power  of  the  
19th   century.   …   I   think   that   when   we   are   considering   the   future   of   the   Falkland  
Islands  and   their   future   relationship  with   the  mainland  of  Latin  America,   it   is  very  
important  that  the  change  in  the  political  structure  of  the  world  and  Britain’s  place  in  
it  is  very  clearly  appreciated.5  
Under  pressure  from  the  Islanders,  however,  Chalfont  eventually  declared  that  ‘this  
Government   will   not   transfer   the   sovereignty   of   the   Falkland   Islands   against   the  
wishes   of   the  people   of   the   Falkland   Islands’.6  This   served   to   reassure   some   in   the  
aftermath  of  his  visit,  but  feelings  of  disaffection  remained.  As  Chalfont  was  about  to  
board  HMS  Endurance  for  his  return  to  Britain,  the  councillors  in  Stanley  stated  in  no  
uncertain   terms   that   Britain’s   plans   ‘were   strongly   disliked   by   the   Executive   in  
Stanley  and  did  not  have  their  blessing’.7  Some  days  later,  even  teenagers  expressed  
anxiety   about   the   future.   ‘Will   2,000   people,   British   people,   be   bartered   for   bully  
beef?’  wrote  one   in   the  Horizon,  a  new  publication   that  had  emerged   in   the   Islands  
amid  the  uncertainty  created  by  the  negotiations.  ‘As  I  and  my  parents  are  Falkland  
Islanders,  naturally  we  wish  to  remain  British’,  added  another.  ‘If  we  are  given  to  the  
Argentines   all   the   inhabitants   will   emigrate   to   other   parts   of   the   world.   Probably  
Australia  or  New  Zealand  which  are  very  similar  to  the  islands’.8    
Yet   the   stiffest  opposition  would  be  voiced   in  parliament,  where  Foreign  Secretary  
Michael  Stewart  was  subjected  to  a  fierce  interrogation  in  Westminster  on  Chalfont’s  
return.   Media   and   parliamentary   opinion   had   rapidly   swung   against   the  
government,   and   on   11   December,   the   Cabinet   was   forced   to   gently   drop   the  
sovereignty   transfer   plans.   Henceforth,   talks   with   Argentina   would   take   place   as  
long  as  the  United  Kingdom  was  not  ‘required  to  surrender  the  sovereignty  against  
the   wishes   of   the   islanders’.9  Post-­‐‑1968,   Britain   and   Argentina   would   focus   on  
increasing  cooperation  and  communications  between  the  Islands  and  the  mainland,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5   ‘Broadcast   Interview   on   Tuesday,   26th   November’,   Falkland   Islands   Monthly   Review,  
December  1968.  
6  ‘Broadcast  Interview’,  Falkland  Islands  Monthly  Review,  December  1968.  
7  ‘Chalfont  to  Stewart’,  in  Ashton  and  Louis,  eds.,  British  Documents  A-­‐‑5-­‐‑III,  no.  330.  
8  ‘Letters  from  Young  Islanders’,  Horizon,  14  December  1968.  
9  Parliamentary  Debates,  Commons,  11  December  1968,  Vol.  775.  Also  cited  in  Donaghy,  British  
Government,  6.  
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with  the  hope  that  Islanders  would  come  to  regard  Argentina  not  as  an  enemy,  but  a  
friendly  neighbour.  
The  formation  of  the  Falklands  lobby  in  March  1968  had  played  an  important  role  in  
transforming  British  attitudes   towards   the  Colony   in   the  run-­‐‑up   to  Chalfont’s  visit.  
The   lobby  had  been   launched  by  A.G.  Barton,  an  unofficial  member  of  LegCo  who  
had   previously   occupied   the   post   of   Colonial   Manager   and   Local   Director   of   the  
Falkland   Islands   Company.   He   had   settled   in   the   Islands   in   1920   and   married   a  
Kelper,   whose   family   traced   their   ancestry   to   the   early   pioneering   days   in   the  
Falklands.10  His  reputation  at  the  Foreign  Office  was  poor:  in  Lord  Chalfont’s  words,  
he   was   ‘able   but   irredeemably   reactionary’.11  Regardless   of   the   accuracy   of   this  
assessment,  Barton  and  other  members  of  the  lobby  certainly  proved  to  be  relentless  
in  their  pursuit  of  assurances  and  promises  from  the  government.  A  few  days  after  
the   formation   of   the   Falkland   Islands   Emergency   Committee   (FIEC)—a   key  
component  of  the  lobby—Barton  exhorted  Islanders  on  the  BBC  programme  Calling  
the  Falklands   to   ‘never  slacken  our  efforts   to   impress  on  whatever  Government   is   in  
power   in  Britain   that  we  are  British  and  want   to  remain  so.  See   to   it  at  your  end—
you  have  now  a  host  of  friends  at  this  end’,  he  announced  jubilantly.12  Supported  by  
politicians,   prominent   personalities   in   the   British   establishment,   business   interests  
and   Islanders   living   in   the  UK,   the   lobby  would   become   an   important   and   highly  
influential   player   in   the   negotiations   for   the   following   fourteen   years.   Its   most  
powerful  arm,  the  Emergency  Committee,  had  been  set  in  motion  by  William  Hunter  
Christie,  a  London  barrister  who  had  worked  at  the  British  Embassy  in  Buenos  Aires  
during   the   late   1940s.   The   committee   was   closely   linked   to   the   Falkland   Islands  
Company,  which  owned  almost  half  of  the  land  and  ran  most  of  the  services  in  the  
Islands,   and   the   company   offices   in   London   provided   the   venue   for   their   first  
meeting.  Moreover,  a  Director  of   the  FIC,  Sir   John  Barlow,  and   its  Secretary,  Frank  
Mitchell,   were   appointed   Chairman   and   Secretary   of   the   Emergency   Committee  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10  Clive  Richard  Ellerby,  ‘British  Interests  in  the  Falkland  Islands:  Economic  Development,  the  
Falkland   Lobby   and   the   Sovereignty   Dispute,   1945   to   1989’   (Unpublished   PhD   thesis,  
University  of  Oxford,  1990),  152.  
11  ‘Chalfont  to  Stewart’,  in  Ashton  and  Louis,  eds.,  British  Documents  A-­‐‑5-­‐‑III,  no.  330.  
12  ‘Falkland  Islands/Argentine’,  Falkland  Islands  Monthly  Review,  6  May  1968.  
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respectively.13  According  to  Clive  Ellerby,  its  most  important  contributions  were  that  
‘it  both  countered  any  attempt  to  apply  pressure  on  the  islanders,  and  drew  attention  
to   the   economic   potential   of   the   colony’.14  A   number   of   MPs   from   all   the   major  
parties   in   Westminster   became   implacable   spokesmen   for   Falklands   interests   in  
Westminster,   including   John   Biggs-­‐‑Davison   (Conservative),   Michael   Clark-­‐‑
Hutchinson  (Scottish  Unionist),  Bernard  Braine  (Conservative)  and  Clifford  Kenyon  
(Labour),  among  others.15  Their  motivations  ranged  from  a  sense  of  duty  towards  the  
Islanders,   bitterness   over   the   United   Nation’s   ambiguous   role   in   the   sovereignty  
dispute  and,  for  some,  also  a  degree  of  imperial  nostalgia—particularly  in  the  case  of  
the  Conservative  back  bencher  John  Biggs-­‐‑Davison,  who  had  been  a  fierce  opponent  
of  the  surrender  of  the  British  empire.16  The  lobby  was  partly  inspired  by  a  statement  
from  Lord  Shackleton  in  the  1950s,  in  which  he  depicted  the  Falklands  as  the  ‘moral  
making   of   Britain’,   not   only   because   it   could   help   economically—‘which   would  
revive  a  pioneer   instinct’—but  also  because   it  might  help  overturn  Britain’s  decline  
‘by  upholding  certain  values’.17  
Some   scholars   have   recently   argued   that   the   lobby   has   been   given   excessive  
importance.   Martín   González   contends   that   ‘the   lobby   did   not   frustrate   a   well  
thought   out   policy;   it   merely   exposed   and   preyed   on   that   policy’s   failure   and  
contradictions’.18  As  we  have   seen,   he   points   out   that   international   factors,   such   as  
Britain’s   other   colonial   disputes   in   Gibraltar,   British   Honduras   and   Rhodesia,  
prevented  Britain  and  Argentina  from  ever  coming  close  to  a  settlement.  Roberto  C.  
Laver  adds  that  while  the  lobby  did  push  the  sovereignty  transfer  idea  to  one  side  for  
some   time,   it   failed   to   eliminate   it   completely. 19   Yet,   without   minimising   the  
importance   of   international   factors,   Donaghy   amply   demonstrates   that   the   lobby  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13   Clive   Richard   Ellerby,   ‘The   Role   of   the   Falkland   Lobby,   1968–1990’,   in   International  
Perspectives  on  the  Falklands  Conflict:  A  Matter  of  Life  and  Death,  ed.  Alex  Danchev  (Basingstoke:  
St  Martin’s  Press,  1992),  88.  
14  Ellerby,  ‘British  Interests’,  100.  
15  For  more  on  this,  see  Ibid.,  87.  
16  Ibid.,  88.  
17  Ibid.,  88.  
18  González,  Genesis,  204.  
19  Laver,  Falklands/Malvinas  Case,  134.  
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played   a   crucial   role   during   the   1970s,   as   its   highly   effective   public   relations  
campaign   in   Britain   prevented   the   Labour   governments   from   reneging   on   their  
promises  to  the  Islanders  and  parliament.20    
This  chapter  takes  a  closer  look  at  the  development  of  the  sovereignty  dispute  over  
the  Falkland   Islands  during   the  1970s  and  early  1980s,   focusing  particularly  on   the  
widening   rifts   between   (and   also   among)   the   British   and   the   Islanders.   Far   from  
exposing  Britain’s  ‘malevolent’  policy  towards  the  defenceless  Kelpers,  the  evidence  
here  points  to  growing  tensions  and  contradictions,  lending  weight  to  the  argument  
that   the   dynamics   of   the   dispute   had  much   to   do  with   the  wider   crisis   of  Greater  
Britain.   I  will   focus  on  key  events  rather  than  provide  an  exhaustive  account  of   the  
entire  decade.  My  attention  will  centre  especially  on  exchanges  among  FCO  officials,  
given  their  prominent  role   in  moulding  Britain’s  policy   towards   the  Falklands,  and  
also  Islanders’  perceptions  and  reactions.  The  chapter  aims  to  show  that  the  attitudes  
of   Falkland   Islanders,   by   taking  on   the   rhetoric   of   ‘abandoned  Britons’,   followed  a  
very  similar  pattern   to  other  constituents  of   the  British  world  who  felt   increasingly  
stranded  at   empire’s   end.  Although   they  did  not   explicitly   reference  other   ‘British’  
societies,   it   is   their   very  worldview   and   self-­‐‑perception   that  manifests   the   Greater  
British  roots  of  an  anxiety-­‐‑ridden  decade.  
‘Hearts  and  minds’  gone  awry:  the  1970s  
The  1970s  was  a  period  of  hope  and  frustration  for  British–Argentine  relations.  The  
‘hearts  and  minds’  campaign  that  both  countries  had  embarked  on  in  the  late  1960s  
(under   a   ‘sovereignty   umbrella’)   perhaps   reached   its   climax   with   the   1971  
Communications  Agreement,  which  improved  links  between  the  archipelago  and  the  
mainland,   establishing   a   weekly   air   service   between   Comodoro   Rivadavia   and  
Stanley,   as   well   as   postal   and   telephone   links,   medical   services,   educational  
scholarships   and,   later,   a   monopoly   over   fuel   supplies   by   YPF   (Yacimientos  
Petrolíferos  Fiscales,   the  Argentine  national  oil   company).   In  order   to   travel   through  
Argentina,  Islanders  had  to  use  the  tarjeta  provisoria  (the  widely  loathed  ‘white  card’,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20  See  Donaghy,  British  Government.  
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perceived  as  the  equivalent  of  an  Argentine  passport),  and  young  Falklanders  were  
required  to  learn  Spanish  in  school.  Islanders  did  not  conceal  that  they  enjoyed  many  
of   the   benefits   of   this   closer   relationship,   but   certain   aspects   were   profoundly  
irritating—perhaps  none  more  so  than  the   ‘white  card’   itself.  Argentina’s   insistence  
on  a  further  UN  resolution  in  late  1973,  urging  both  countries  to  accelerate  the  pace  
of  the  negotiations,  brought  about  a  sharp  deterioration  in  relations.21    
The  unpredictability  that  characterised  this  period  had  much  to  do  with  Argentina’s  
political   fortunes.  Since  the  overthrow  of  General   Juan  Domingo  Perón  in  1955,   the  
country   had   witnessed   growing   political   divisions   within   the   Peronist   camp,  
widespread  social  unrest  and  a  downward-­‐‑spiralling  economy.  Both   left  and  right-­‐‑
wing   terrorism   proliferated   during   the   early   1970s,   and   military   and   civilian  
governments   alternated—with   a   tumultuous   three-­‐‑year   period   of   democracy  
between   1973   and   1976,  which   featured   four  different  presidents   (including  Perón,  
who  died   in   office   in   1974).   The  military   coup   of  March   1976   ushered   in   the  most  
brutal  and  protracted  military  dictatorship  the  country  would  endure.  The  so-­‐‑called  
Proceso   de   Reorganización   Nacional   established   by   the   triumvirate   of   Lieutenant  
General   Jorge   Videla   (President),   Admiral   Emilio   Massera   and   Brigadier   General  
Orlando   Agosti,   purportedly   sought   to   bring   about   a   deep   transformation   in  
Argentina'ʹs   society   and   economy,   by   means   of   widespread   censorship   and   state  
terrorism—including  abduction,  torture  and  execution,  which  often  took  the  form  of  
the   infamous   ‘disappearances’.22  This   volatility   often  made   the  prospect   of  military  
confrontation  between  Britain  and  Argentina  appear  very  real  and  imminent,  leading  
Britain  both  to  make  contingencies  for  a  possible  war  while  attempting  to  avert  one  
by  continuing  the  negotiation  process  with  Argentina.23    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21  See  for  example  Donaghy,  British  Government,  11–12,  35;  Freedman,  Official  History  I,  23–24.  
22  Luis   Alberto   Romero,   A   History   of   Argentina   in   the   Twentieth   Century,   trans.,   James   P.  
Brennan  (Pennsylvania:  The  Pennsylvania  State  University  Press,  2002);  Santiago  Marino  and  
Glenn   Postolski,   ‘Relaciones   Peligrosas.   Los   Medios   y   la   Dictadura   entre   el   Control,   la  
Censura   y   los   Negocios’,   Revista   de   Economía   Política   de   las   Tecnologías   de   la   Información   y  
Comunicación   8,   no.   1   (2006);   Alejandro   García,   La   Crisis   Argentina,   1966–1976.   Notas   y  
Documentos  de  una  Época  de  Violencia  Política  (Murcia:  Univerisidad  de  Murcia,  1994).  
23  See  Donaghy,  British  Government,  210–14.  
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The  first  serious  attempt  to  find  a  solution  to  the  sovereignty  dispute  came  early  in  
the   decade,   after   the   1973   UN   resolution   had   put   Ted   Heath’s   Conservative  
government  under  pressure  to  make  progress.  A  ‘condominium’  plan  was  explored,  
involving  two  flags,  two  languages,  dual  nationality  for  the  Islanders  and  alternating  
Governors.   Yet   Argentina’s   insistence   that   its   sovereignty   over   the   Falklands   be  
recognised  prior  to  the  agreement,  and  the  Falklands  lobby’s  staunch  opposition  to  it  
(both   in  Stanley  and  London),   saw  the  plan  swiftly  mothballed   in  1974  by   the  new  
Labour   government.24  During   the   ensuing   years,   the   Labour   government   would  
promote   the   economic   development   of   the   Islands   through   cooperation   with  
Argentina.    
False  hopes:  the  Shackleton  report  
Amid   general   decline,   falling   wool   prices   and   a   dwindling   population   with   high  
rates  of  divorce  and  incest,  Falklands  councillors  had  requested  in  1975  that  the  UK  
government   analyse   options   for   the   long-­‐‑term   development   of   the   Islands.   The  
Labour  peer  Edward  Shackleton,   son  of   the   famous  Anglo-­‐‑Irish  explorer,  president  
of   the   Royal   Geographical   Society   and   deputy   chairman   of   Rio   Tinto-­‐‑Zinc  
corporation,   was   thus   asked   to   carry   out   an   independent   economic   survey.   The  
conclusions  were  not  ostensibly  meant  to  be  political,  although  it  was  hoped  that  the  
political   message   would   be   clear:   the   Islands’   economic   future   depended   on  
cooperation  with  Argentina.  James  Callaghan  had  in  fact  asked  Shackleton  to  ‘try,  in  
his  usual  gentle  manner,  to  influence  the  Islanders  directly  on  the  political  side.  It  did  
make   sense   for   them   to   agree   to   have   some   form   of   association  with  Argentina'ʹ.25  
Thus  London  would  be  able  to  offer  Buenos  Aires  a  glimmer  of  hope.    
This,   however,   was   not   how   the   news   of   the   Shackleton   mission   was   received   in  
Argentina.  Instead,  a  sense  of  dismay  prevailed  across  the  board.  The  national  media  
regarded  it  as  a  neo-­‐‑imperial  adventure,  and  there  were  popular  demonstrations  at  
the  British  clock  tower  (known  as  the  ‘Tower  of  the  English’)  in  central  Buenos  Aires.  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24  For  more  on  condominium,  see  Freedman,  ‘War  of  the  Falkland  Islands’,  31–34;  Donaghy,  
British  Government,  36–42.    
25  Cited  in  Freedman,  Official  History  I,  43.  
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The  Argentine  Foreign  Ministry  at  Palacio  San  Martín,  meanwhile,   interpreted   this  
latest  move   by   Britain   as   a   violation   of   the   principle   that   any   development   of   the  
region  would  be  bilateral—further  aggravated  by  the  fact  that  Lord  Shackleton  was  
due   to   land   in   the   Falklands   on   3   January   1976,   the   anniversary   of   the   British  
occupation   in   1833.   In   response   to   Britain’s   perceived   hostility,   the   British  
ambassador   was   informally   invited   to   leave   the   country   a   few   weeks   after  
Shackleton’s  arrival  in  the  South  Atlantic.  On  4  February  British–Argentine  relations  
hit   rock   bottom,   as   the   Argentine   destroyer   Almirante   Storni   fired   three   ‘warning  
shots’   across   the   bow   of   the   British   research   ship   RSS   Shackleton   (which  
coincidentally   happened   to   be   in   the   South   Atlantic   at   the   same   time   as   its  
namesake’s  son).26  As  Donaghy  points  out,  this  convinced  Prime  Minister  Callaghan  
that   the  UK  would  have   to  reopen  discussions  on  sovereignty  with  Argentina.   ‘For  
the   first   time’,  wrote   the  British  Premier,   ‘the   islanders  must  not  only  be   consulted  
but  confronted  with  reality’,  because  the  policy  of  respecting  their  wishes  could  ‘be  
maintained   only   at   an   increasing   cost’.   Yet   there   was   an   important   caveat:   the  
potentially  adverse  consequences  in  parliament  and  public  opinion  of  any  semblance  
of   a   ‘sell-­‐‑out’   still   made   it   very   difficult   to   move   from   treating   their   wishes   as  
paramount.27  Callaghan  might   indeed  have   shown   restraint   from  downgrading   the  
Islanders  wishes,  but  this  sharp  conflict  of  interest  in  his  own  mind  was  indicative  of  
how  cumbersome  the  Falklands  affair  had  become  for  British  leaders.  
The   long-­‐‑awaited   Shackleton   report   was   finally   published   on   20   July   1976.   Its  
recommendations  veered  far  from  what  Callaghan  had  intended:  in  a  nutshell,  Lord  
Shackleton  emphatically  concluded  that  the  Falkland  Islands  had  not  been  a  drain  on  
the  United  Kingdom’s  coffers,  but  rather  an  unquestionable  source  of  profit.  On  that  
basis,   the   report   went   on   to   recommend   improvements   in   roads,   infrastructure,  
education,   fisheries   development   and   even   the   stimulation   of   a   tourism   industry,  
which  could  potentially  grow  to  bring  up  to  7,000  visitors  per  year.  All  of   this  was  
predicated   on   a   key   point:   the   extension   of   the   permanent   airfield   (still   under  
construction)  by  900  metres.  This  would  allow  easier  communications  with  the  South  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26  Donaghy,  British  Government,  89–90.  
27  Ibid.,  100.  
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American   mainland,   as   well   as   enable   larger   numbers   of   tourists   to   travel   to   the  
Islands.   Implicit   benefits   also   included   further   contact   with   other   Latin   American  
countries   and,   crucially,   facilitating   a   more   rapid   reaction   in   the   event   of   an  
Argentine   invasion.   Prospects   for   oil   and   mineral   exploration   in   general   were  
downplayed;   here   cooperation   with   Argentina   would   be   needed.   The   total  
expenditure  (including  large  capital  investment  in  the  airfield)  was  estimated  at  £14  
million  over  a  period  of  five  years,  which  Shackleton  suggested  should  be  financed  
by   Her   Majesty’s   Government,   rather   than   any   bilateral   arrangement   with  
Argentina.28    
The   government   and   the   Foreign   Office   received   Shackleton’s   recommendations  
with  apprehension,   faced  with  the  dilemma  of  seriously  antagonising  Buenos  Aires  
by  endorsing  the  report,  or  offending  the  Islanders—thus  upsetting  their  vociferous  
supporters—by   rejecting   it.  Much   to   the   dismay   of   the  Kelpers,   the   Foreign  Office  
chose   the   latter   option   as   the   ‘lesser   of   two   evils’.29  The   Minister   for   Overseas  
Development   roundly  rejected   the  Shackleton  report,  arguing   that  he  could   ‘see  no  
justification  for  extravagance  of   this  order’,  and  warning  that  he   ‘would  feel  bound  
to   resist   it   very   strongly’.30  However,   ministers   and   Whitehall   officials   were   also  
aware  of   the   influence  of   the  Falklands   lobby,  which   seemed   to  be   in   close   contact  
with  Lord  Shackleton  himself.   In   fact,   before   the   study  had  been  published   (in   the  
midst  of  discussions  over  how   it  would  be  presented   to   the  public),   a   civil   servant  
reportedly   caught   the   Labour   peer   in   the   act   of   handing   a   copy   of   the   report   to  
former   Governor   Miles   Clifford—now   a   permanent   member   of   the   UK   Falkland  
Islands   Committee   (UKFIC),   which   had   succeeded   the   original   Emergency  
Committee  in  1972.  Though  no  action  was  taken  by  the  Foreign  Office,  the  message  
was   clear:   Shackleton   seemed   to  be   colluding  with   the   lobby,  providing   them  with  
ammunition  to  fight  their  cause.31  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
28  Ibid.,  107–08.  
29  TNA  FCO  7/3226,  Carless  to  Young  (Private  Secretary),  27  May  1976.  
30  TNA  FCO  7/3230,  Ministry  of  Overseas  Development  memorandum,  19  October  1976,   fo.  
223A;  TNA  FCO  7/3227,  Ministry  of  Overseas  Development  memorandum,  30  June  1976.  
31  TNA  FCO  7/3227,  Keeling  (LAD)  to  Hall,  Carless,  1  July  1976.  
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Meanwhile,   Governor   Neville   French   in   Stanley   was   prepared   to   accept   a  
compromise  solution.  A  month  before  the  publication  of  the  report,  he  had  urged  the  
Islanders  in  his  opening  speech  ‘to  be  patient  and  place  your  trust  in  the  integrity  of  
the   British   Government’,   whose   policies   were   driven   by   ‘the   interests   both   of   the  
people   of   these   Islands   and   of   its   wider   concerns   in   Latin   America   and   indeed  
throughout  much  of   the  world’.32  Privately,  however,  his  views  were   less  sanguine.  
Foreseeing   that   some   of   the   recommendations   may   not   be   implemented,   he  
suggested   ‘that   the   most   rational   and   merciful   action   would   be   “euthanasia   by  
generous   compensation”’:   a   potential   scheme   ‘to   buy   out   the   Colony   and   transfer  
sovereignty   to  Argentina’  might   elicit   ‘profound   relief’   from   the   Islanders.33  French  
was  far  from  impartial  in  this  matter.  His  own  view  of  the  Falklands  was  avowedly  
‘pessimistic’.   He   described   how   several   factors   affecting   the   Colony—including   a  
severe  winter  and  the  recent  establishment  of  a  weekly  air-­‐‑link  with  the  mainland—
had  triggered  ‘a  perceptible  and  sharp  drop  in  morale,  amounting  almost  to  a  failure  
of  nerve’.  The  ‘tempo  and  way  of  life  in  the  Islands’  had  been  altered,  and  a  degree  of  
nostalgia   for   the   past   had   set   in,   aware   that   ‘the   old  Colonial   clock   cannot   be   put  
back’.  He   knew   full  well,   nevertheless,   that   the   Islanders’   views  differed   from  his,  
and   feared   that   his  words  would   be   leaked   to   the   public.   Should   that   happen,   he  
quipped,   ‘I   would   most   certainly   be   disqualified   from   any   Falklands’   popularity  
contest  whether  staged  here  or  in  London!’  34  
As   they   endured   the   long   wait   for   the   publication   of   the   report,   the   Falklanders  
complained   about   London’s   record   to   date   and   urged   the   government   to   use   the  
opportunity   to   set   it   straight.   In   a   letter   to   the   Falkland   Islands   Times,   one   Islander  
protested:   ‘Again   and   again  we   have   shown   our   loyalty   to   Britain   but   Britain   has  
only   responded   with   pacifying   words.   If   Britain   is   committed   to   the   Falklands   it  
should   make   it   very   clear   in   the   form   of   financial   assistance’.   The   cracks   had  
widened  significantly  since   the  early  days  of   the  dispute,  however,  and   this   reader  
warned   that   if   ‘Britain  won’t   help   us   and  we   don’t  want  Argentina  we  must   look  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
32  ‘Governor’s  Opening  Speech’,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  30  June  1976.  
33  TNA  FCO  7/3230,  French  to  R.  Edmonds,  22  September  1976.  
34  TNA  FCO  7/3230,  French  to  Hall  (LAD),  6  October  1976.  
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elsewhere  before   it   is   too   late’.35  As  we  shall   see,  although  always  a  minority  view,  
the   idea   that   the  Falklands  should  sever   the   links  with   the   ‘mother  country’  would  
occasionally   resurface   over   the   coming   years.   Another   letter,   moreover,   grumbled  
about  the  ‘evasive  and  ambiguous  answers,  given  by  H.M.  Government  spokesmen  
in   the   Falkland   Is.   and  U.K.   over   the   years’,  which   could  only   be   interpreted   ‘as   a  
direct  warning  of  duplicity   and  deceit’.36  Criticisms  of  Whitehall   officials—‘faceless  
wonders’  who  were  ‘carefully  making  the  wrong  decisions’—had  by  now  become  a  
common   refrain.37  Occasionally,   however,   some   intervened   to   remind   their   fellow  
Falklanders  that   they  were   ‘still  a  dependent  territory  and  fully  committed  to  H.M.  
Government   for   external   affairs   and   defence’;   and   that   indulging   ‘in   scurrilous  
comments   about   senior   Officials   or   Her   Majesty’s   personal   representative’   would  
have  the  adverse  effect  of  strengthening  Argentina'ʹs  case  that  ‘we  are  a  downtrodden  
Colonial  population  under  a  despotic  Expatriate  regime’.38  
Once  the  Shackleton  report  reached  the  Islands,  the  general  view  in  the  Colony  was  
that  only  its  full  implementation  would  save  them  from  decay  and  collapse.  Failure  
to   do   this,  warned   some  members   of   ExCo   and  LegCo,   ‘would   amount   to   a   death  
sentence   on   the   Colony’.39  Shackleton’s   conclusions   had   indeed   given   a   degree   of  
confidence   to   many   in   the   Colony.   Riding   this   wave   of   optimism,   one   Islander  
exhorted   his   fellow  Kelpers   to   ‘stop   knocking   ourselves   and   being   inferior’.   In   an  
argument   firmly   in   the   Greater   British   mould,   he   asserted   that   ‘we   have   all   the  
potential   here   to   create   an  Utopian   existence   free   from  all   the   stress   and   strains   of  
modern   life’.40  Many,  however,  were  dismayed  at   some  of   the   coverage  Shackleton  
had  received  in  the  UK—particularly  a  Times  editorial  from  July  1976  which  deemed  
it  unthinkable  that  Britain  would  spend  so  much  on  a  population  whose  per  capita  
income  was  similar   to  that  of   the  UK.41  Writing  from  Fox  Bay  West,  one  Falklander  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
35  Anonymous,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  11  February  1976.  
36  Anonymous,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  11  February  1976.  
37  B.  Peck,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  15  April  1976.  
38  W.E.  Bowles,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  15  April  1976;  Adrian  Monk,  Letter  
to  the  editor,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  7  December  1976.  
39  TNA  FCO  7/3230,  French  to  Hall  (LAD).  
40  Ron  Reeves,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  27  September  1976.  
41  ‘Economy  of  the  Falkland  Islands’,  Times,  21  July  1976.  
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fulminated   against   this   perspective   in   a   letter   to   the   Falkland   Islands   Times.   The  
London   newspaper   editor   needed   to   pay   a   visit   to   the  War  Memorial   in   Stanley:  
‘thirteen  million  looks  rather  a  sick  gesture  to  a  proud  group  of  names  etched  into  a  
block  of  stone’.  Letting  go  of  the  Falklands  should  not  be  put  on  a  par  with  granting  
independence   to   other   colonies,   because   the   Falklands  were   different:   ‘are  we   not  
BRITISH?’,  he  inquired  indignantly.42    
As   tempers   frayed   and   tensions   continued   to   rise,   the   spread   of   discontent   in   the  
Islands  was   also   starting   to   undermine   the   internal   cohesion   of   Falklands   society.  
There   were   accusations   of   ‘public   apathy   and   official   silencing’   and   a   growing  
dissatisfaction  with   the   four   elected  members   of   LegCo.   A  West   Falklander  wrote  
urging  them  to  arrest  the  growing  ‘crisis  of  confidence’  in  the  archipelago,  protesting  
that   people   in   the  West  were   being   kept   in   the   dark.43  An   interview  with  Michael  
Frenchman   from   the   Times,   moreover,   had   made   the   Governor’s   ‘pro-­‐‑Argentine’  
views  plainly  evident  to  the  Islanders  and  their  UK  supporters:  the  Islands’  only  way  
forward  was  with  Argentina,  which  should  embark  on  a   ‘flamboyant’   campaign   to  
win  the  ‘hearts  and  minds’  of  the  Kelpers.44  French  claimed  he  had  not  consented  to  
the  recording—let  alone  the  publication—of  the  story,  but  his  defence  was  vague  and  
weak.  The  UKFIC   later  obtained   the  damning   transcript  of   the   recorded   interview,  
but   resisted   the   requests  of   several  MPs   for  his  deposition.   In   the  aftermath  of   this  
imbroglio,   French   cut   an   increasingly   solitary   figure   in   Stanley,   isolated   in  
Government   House,   where   he   could   hide   behind   a   sign   in   Spanish   forbidding  
trespassers  from  entering  his  private  quarters.  In  November,  he  announced  over  the  
radio   an   early   departure   for   the   UK   to   discuss   ‘a   number   of   issues   raised   by   the  
Shackleton  Report’.45  He  would  not  return  to  the  South  Atlantic;  Governor-­‐‑designate  
James   Parker   replaced   him   prematurely   in   mid-­‐‑December.46  Though   done   in   a  
discreet  manner,  the  lobby  had  shown  its  power  and  influence  in  UK  circles.  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
42  Peter  Walmsley,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  August  1976.  
43  Margaret  Davidson,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  7  December  1976.  
44  Michael  Frenchman,   ‘Governor:  “We  Must  Have  Cooperation  with  Argentina”’,  Times,   26  
August  1976.  Cited  in  Donaghy,  British  Government,  126–28.  
45  ‘Governor’s  Premature  Departure’,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  7  December  1976.  
46  For  a  detailed  account  of  this  affair,  see  Donaghy,  British  Government,  127–29.  
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Patience  in  Whitehall  was  wearing  thin,  however.  The  Islanders’  complaints,  coupled  
with   their   perceived   inflexibility,   increasingly   exasperated   British   officials.   ‘They  
cannot  expect  us  to  disburse  large  sums  of  money  for  a  small  group  to  maintain  their  
“dream  island”’,  one  of  them  complained  in  1976.  ‘The  price  of  non  co-­‐‑operation  on  
the  sovereignty  issue  is  slow  economic  and  social  decay’.47  ‘Dream  island’  was  hardly  
the   most   apt   description   of   the   Falklands   in   the   mid-­‐‑1970s—a   cold,   wind-­‐‑swept,  
undeveloped  community  on   the  southern  edge  of   the  Atlantic—but   it   captured   the  
UK  negotiators’  sense  of  a  people  living  in  a  state  of  unreality.  Similarly,  the  British  
ambassador  in  Bogotá  had  written  to  the  Head  of  the  Latin  American  Department  at  
the  FCO:  
It  is  ludicrous  that  the  interests  of  less  [sic]  than  2000  persons,  the  inhabitants  of  the  
Islands,   should   be   allowed   to   be   a   thorn   in   the   flesh   of   Anglo/Latin   American  
relations,  damaging  the  interests  of  the  more  than  50  million  population  of  the  United  
Kingdom.   This   seems   to  me   a   clear   case  where   our   principle   of   self-­‐‑determination  
ought   to   take   second   place   behind   the   principle   that   in   a   democratic   society   the  
minority  have  to  bow  to  the  majority.  
Indeed,  investing  further  in  the  Falklands  might  perpetuate  the  dispute,  rather  than  
solve   it.   ‘Surely   the   time  has  come’,  he  declared,   ‘for  HMG  to   let   the   inhabitants  of  
the  Islands  know  that  they  are  a  nuisance  and  make  it  clear  that  if  they  want  a  better  
life   they   ought   to   seek   it   elsewhere   rather   than   look   to  HMG   to  make   the   Islands  
pleasanter   for   them’.48  Admittedly,   this   stance  was  more  extreme   than   that  of  most  
Whitehall   officials,   but   it   illustrates   the   growing   antagonism   between   the   Foreign  
Office  and  the  Falklanders.  
In  early  February  1977,  the  government  announced  at  Westminster  that  Shackleton’s  
more   expensive   recommendations   could   not   be   carried   out.   Ted   Rowlands,   junior  
minister  at  the  FCO,  would  travel  to  the  Falklands  later  that  month  to  try  to  persuade  
the  Islanders  to  renew  negotiations  with  Argentina.  As  with  Chalfont’s  visit  almost  a  
decade   earlier,   Rowlands   was   met   with   a   staunch   show   of   Britishness   in   the  
Falklands.   His   visit,   however,   was   more   successful,   and   the   Islands’   councillors,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
47  Cited  in  Freedman,  Official  History  I,  73.  
48  Cited  in  Ibid.,  49–50.  
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independently   of   the   lobby’s   disapproval,   accepted   his   proposals   for   exploring  
possible  negotiations—sovereignty  included.49  Yet  despite  this  success,  anxieties  still  
lurked   in   the   background.   As   he   prepared   for   his   departure   from   Stanley   on   21  
February,   Rowlands   was   handed   a   long   message   on   behalf   of   the   Local   Falkland  
Islands   Committee   (LFIC),   requesting   the   extension   of   the   airfield,   financial  
assistance   and   the   abolition  of   the   ‘white   card’.  Most   importantly,   the  message   lay  
emphasis  on  a  key  point:  although   they  had  accepted   the  possibility  of  negotiating  
with  Argentina,  the  ‘South  American  way  of  life  is  as  foreign  to  us  as  the  oriental  one  
is   to   you.   Our   culture,   laws,   politics,   language   etc.,   are   entirely   different’.50  Here  
again   was   a   reaffirmation   of   the   Greater   British   link   between   the   Falklands   and  
Britain.  Yet,  on  closer  examination,  behind  this  veneer  of  common  allegiance,  some  
Islanders   were   becoming   increasingly   aware   that   the   bond   of   kinship   no   longer  
resonated   in   the  UK   as   it   previously   had.  As   one  Kelper   put   it,   ‘our   skins   are   the  
wrong   colour   to   make   any   impression   at   the   U.N.   in   the   current   prevailing  
attitudes’.51    
Perhaps  conscious  of  the  diminishing  purchase  of  this  worldview,  the  Falkland  Islands  
Times  often  published  ‘letters  of  encouragement’  from  people  in  Britain  who  still  set  
great  store  by  their  connection  with  their  ‘kith  and  kin’  in  other  parts  of  the  world.52  
One   particular   missive,   addressed   to   Falkland   Islanders   and   white   Rhodesians,  
called   for   the   unity   of   Britons   ‘across   the  world,   to   form   a   strong   kinship,   for   the  
protection  of   those   like  ourselves  who   find   themselves   in  danger  of   abandonment,  
and  as  a  fulcrum  for  us  here  at  home,  to  find  again  our  sense  of  Purpose,  lost  since  
the   end   of   the   second   world   war   and   the   wondrous   days   of   Churchill’. 53  
Extraordinary  indeed  for  such  views  to  be  uttered  in  the  late  1970s.  This  nostalgia  for  
a   lost   British   world,   although   progressively   becoming   a   minority   view,   would  
continue  to  inform  the  views  that  not  a  few  in  Britain  had  of  the  Falklands.      	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
49  See  Donaghy,  British  Government,  138–46.  
50  ‘Rowlands  Gets  the  Message—“Keep  the  Falklands  British”’,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  8  March  
1977.  
51  Davidson,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  7  December  1976.  
52  For   earlier   examples,   see   ‘Letters   of   Encouragement’,   Falkland   Islands   Monthly   Review,   4  
November  1968;  ‘Another  Friendly  Note’,  Falkland  Islands  Monthly  Review,  2  February  1970.  
53  Joan  Mason,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  17  October  1977.  
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Yet   this   transnational  British  bond  was   increasingly  becoming  a  mirage,  and  major  
difficulties  still   lay  ahead  which  would  further  undermine  the  relationship  between  
the   Colony   and   Britain.   For   one   thing,   the   government   had   discovered   before   the  
New  Year  that  an  Argentine  base  (with  military  personnel)  had  been  unilaterally  set  
up   in   Southern  Thule,   one  of   the  Falkland   Islands  Dependencies.  Although  Britain  
had   officially   denounced   this,   it   had   kept   the   matter   secret,   in   order   to   avoid   a  
complete  derailing  of  negotiations  and  a  potential  confrontation.  However,  the  story  
was   leaked   to   the   press   in   March   1978,   leading   to   further   condemnation   by   the  
Falklands   lobby.54  This   event   fatally   undermined   a   potential   agreement   to   grant  
Argentina   sovereignty   over   the   uninhabited   Dependencies   while   keeping   the  
Falklands   under   British   rule.   Throughout   this   period   arms   deals   with   Argentina  
continued,  as  senior  military  officers  from  Argentina  paid  ‘special  visits’  to  the  UK.  
Reports   of   this   magnified   perceptions   that   Britain   no   longer   cared   about   the  
Falklands;  yet  for  the  government  this  was  a  particularly  difficult  balancing  act:  the  
apparent   absurdity   of   these   actions   had   to   be   weighed   against   the   imperatives   of  
maintaining   a   semblance   of   normality   with   Argentina,   and   increasing   Britain’s  
revenue   in   order   to  modernise   its   own   armed   forces.55  News   of   the   Junta’s   human  
rights   abuses   had   begun   to   emerge   and,   as   it   secretly  made   contingency   plans   for  
war,   the   Labour   government   tried   to   placate   the   Argentines. 56   The   incoming  
Conservative  government  in  1979  would  attempt  to  settle  the  matter  once  and  for  all  
by  reviving  an  older,  and  equally  controversial  plan.  
‘It’s  you  who  suffer,  not  us’:  the  leaseback  initiative  
ISLANDER:   I   don’t   think   we   should   give   them   sovereignty.   We’re   giving   up   our  
birthright.  
RIDLEY:  Well  then  you  can  take  the  consequences,  not  me.  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
54  For  more   on   this,   see,   for   example,   Donaghy,  British   Government,   138;   Freedman,  Official  
History  I,  90–94.  
55  On  this   topic,  see  Dodds,  Pink  Ice,  107–12;  Mark  Phythian,  The  Politics  of  British  Arms  Sales  
since  1964:  To  Secure  Our  Rightful  Share  (Manchester:  Manchester  University  Press,  2000),  123–
27.  
56  The  best  account  of  the  British  government’s  preparations  for  an  eventual  war  can  be  found  
in  Donaghy,  British  Government,  158–84.  
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ISLANDER:  Doesn’t  Britain  own  the  Falklands  anymore?  
RIDLEY:  Indeed  we  do.  
ISLANDER:  That’s  a  pretty  bald  statement  “You  take  the  consequences”.  
RIDLEY:  We’ll  help  you  any  way  we  can  …  But  if  you  can’t  fly  to  Commodoro  [sic],  if  
you  can’t  get  the  communications,   if  you  can’t  get  the  medical  services  and  the  
educational  services,  if  you  can’t  get  the  oil,  then  it’s  you  who  suffer,  not  us.  
ISLANDER:  We  know  that,  we  realise  that,  we’re  not  nits.57  
Nicholas   Ridley,   Minister   of   State   at   the   Foreign   and   Commonwealth   Office,   had  
landed  in  Stanley  on  22  November  1980  with  the  goal  of  ‘secur[ing]  the  endorsement  
of   the   Islanders   for   formal  negotiations  with   the  Argentines   on   the  possibility   of   a  
solution  based  on  leaseback’.58  The  public  meeting  at  Stanley  Town  Hall,  on  Tuesday  
25  November  1980,  would  not  be  the  last  time  Ridley  got  a  furious  reaction  from  an  
Islander   to   his   proposal.   His   strategy—in   order   to   avoid   giving   even   the   slightest  
impression   that   he   may   be   trying   to   coerce   the   Islanders—was   to   present   three  
possible  options  to  them.  The  first  two—a  condominium  and  a  sovereignty  freeze—
had   been   previously   rejected   by   the   Argentines   and   the   Islanders;   the   third,   his  
preferred   option,  was   leaseback.  His   progress  was   far   from   smooth.  Aware   of   the  
Islanders’   sensitivities   and   of   their   growing   suspicion   that   the   British   government  
was  planning  a  ‘sell-­‐‑out’,  he  knew  that  he  would  only  manage  to  get  their  approval  if  
they  felt  that  their  views  had  been  taken  into  consideration.  Thus  he  was  at  pains  to  
prevent   them   from   thinking   that   a   plan   had   already   been   worked   out   between  
London  and  Buenos  Aires  behind  their  backs.  He  therefore  structured  his  visit   into  
three  meetings  with  the  Islands’  councillors,  during  which  he  hoped  that  they  would  
come   to   the   conclusion   that   leaseback   was   the   only   way   forward.   That   way,   he  
would   not   appear   to   be   intimidating   the   Falklanders   or   simultaneously   scheming  
with  Argentina.    
There  were  several  obstacles  to  Ridley’s  mission,  however.  His  personality  seemed  to  
pose   an   immediate   barrier   between   him   and   the   Falklanders.   Indeed,   he   was   no  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
57  Cited  in  Freedman,  Official  History  I,  127.    
58  Cited  in  Ibid.,  122.  
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diplomat,  but,  on  all  accounts,  one  of  the  most  abrasive,  confrontational  personalities  
among   Thatcher’s   ministers.   Also,   he   had   failed   to   include   in   his   plan   any  
consultations  with  the  population  at  large,  intending  only  to  meet  with  LegCo.  It  was  
only   at   the   councillors’   behest—after   their   second  meeting—that  he   acceded   to   the  
idea.  Yet  his  most   serious  weakness  was  his  plan  of  action:   it  was  always  going   to  
prove  hard  to  gain  the  Falklanders’  trust  if  he  could  not  provide  them  with  essential  
details   such  as   the   length  of   the   lease  and  other   important  aspects  of  how  the  plan  
would  be  implemented.  So  Ridley’s  message,  in  practice,  came  across  as  both  bland  
and   suspiciously  vague.  And  when  vagueness   turned   into   confusion,   the   Islanders  
turned  on  him.59    
Leaseback  plans  had  been  raised  in  the  early  days  of   the  dispute,  but  had  not  been  
given   serious   consideration   until   1975.60  After   the   failure   of   condominium,   FCO  
junior   minister   David   Ennals   had   drawn   up   a   possible   long-­‐‑term   plan   for  
sovereignty  over   the   Islands   to  be   transferred   to  Argentina  and   then  ceded  back   to  
Britain   for   a   minimum   of   25   years.   Prime   Minister   James   Callaghan,   initially  
reluctant  to  accept  the  plan,  gradually  came  around  to  tolerating  a  last-­‐‑resort  version  
of  leaseback  for  a  minimum  of  99  years.  After  the  shelving  of  many  of  the  Shackleton  
recommendations,  Ted  Rowlands  attempted  to   incorporate   leaseback   into  a   ‘carrot-­‐‑
and-­‐‑stick’  policy   towards   the  Falklands,  yet,  having  deprived   the   Islanders  of   their  
most   coveted   ‘carrot’—the   extension   of   the   airfield—this   idea   did   not   go   far.61  The  
period   that   followed   featured   a   ‘mixed   approach’,  which   attempted   to   distinguish  
the   uninhabited   Dependencies   from   the   Falklands.  Meanwhile,   plans   for   scientific  
cooperation   (modelled   on   the   Antarctic   Treaty)   were   blocked   by   the   Islanders.62  It  
would  not  be  until  after  the  May  1979  election—which  yielded  a  new  Conservative  
government—that   leaseback   would   reappear   on   the   agenda.   The   matter   was  
invariably   subordinate   to   other   (more   urgent)   colonial   issues,   especially   the  
Rhodesia/Zimbabwe   settlement,   Gibraltar   and   Belize   (formerly   British   Honduras,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
59  See  Ibid.,  124–25.  
60  TNA  FCO  42/45,  Minute  by  Sir  A.  Galsworthy,  in  Ashton  and  Louis,  eds.,  British  Documents  
A-­‐‑5-­‐‑III,  no.  318,  fo.  2.  
61  See  Freedman,  Official  History  I,  38–39,  67–68,  74;  Donaghy,  British  Government,  57–58.  
62  THCR  ALW  040/325/1,  Ure  to  Ridley,  10  May  1981.  
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until  1973,  and  claimed  by  Guatemala),  but  Ridley  was  keen  to  settle   the  Falklands  
dispute   with   Argentina:   ‘dragging   our   feet   will   do   no-­‐‑one   any   good’,   he   had  
declared.63   Thus,   in   July   1980,   leaseback   became   government   policy,   when   the  
Defence   and   Overseas   Policy   Committee   agreed   that   it   should   be   attempted   as   a  
solution.  The  basic  outline  of   the  plan  was  as   follows:  Argentina  was  to  be  granted  
titular   sovereignty   over   the   Falklands,   the  Dependencies,   the   continental   shelf   and  
the  maritime  zones,  which,  in  turn,  would  be  leased  back  to  Britain  for  an  indefinite  
or   long  period.  This  meant   that  Britain  would  administer   them  until   the  end  of   the  
lease.  On  top  of  that,  Britain  and  Argentina  would  cooperate  in  a  common  200-­‐‑mile  
fishery   zone   and   in   the   exploration   and   exploitation   of   oil   in   the   continental   shelf;  
and  Argentina  would  assist  in  the  development  of  the  Falklands’  economy.64  One  of  
the  key  difficulties  would  be  to  establish  the  length  of  the  lease:  Buenos  Aires  would  
try   to  push   for   the  shortest   term  acceptable   to   its  population,  while  London  would  
have  to  fight  for  a  longer  period  so  as  to  gain  the  Islanders’  approval.  
Three   months   earlier,   in   April   1980,   Ridley   and   his   Argentine   counterpart,  
Comodoro   Cavándoli,   had   already   begun   to   hold   a   series   of   talks.   An   initial  
disagreement  between  London  and  Stanley  over   the  number  of   Islanders  attending  
the  meeting  only  served  to  intensify  ‘the  mistrust  that  several  of  the  Councillors  have  
for  HMG’.  In  the  end,  only  one  attended:  councillor  Adrian  Monk.65  During  the  two-­‐‑
day  round  of   talks   in  New  York,  Ridley—keen   to  show  Cavándoli   that  Britain  was  
not  attached  to  the  Islands,  but  rather  wished  to  reach  a  fair  settlement—reportedly  
said  that  
he   could  not  help   thinking  about  our  own  history  over   the  past   147  years.  We  had  
given  up  about  one  third  of  the  world’s  surface  and  found  it  on  the  whole  beneficial  
to  do  so.  The  only  claim  that  Britain  had  which  he  felt  strongly  about  was  our  long-­‐‑
standing  claim  to  Bordeaux,  his  motive  being  wine.66  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
63  Cited  in  Freedman,  Official  History  I,  103,  also  104–05.  
64  Also  see  Ibid.,  112;  Dodds,  Pink  Ice,  135–37.  
65  THCR  ALW  040/325/2,  Hunt  to  Carrington,  17  April  1980.  
66  TNA  PREM  19/612,  Minutes  of  New  York  talks,  28–29  April  1980,  12.  
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The   junior   minister   had   indeed   moved   far   from   the   Falklands’   perspective,   and  
probably   fed   the  Argentine   perception   that   Britain  was   no   longer   interested   in   its  
South  Atlantic  colony.  In  his  eagerness  to  make  progress  in  the  negotiation  process,  
Ridley   had   also   probably   confirmed   any   suspicions   Monk   had   about   Whitehall’s  
attitude   towards   the   Islands.  Monk   limited   his   contribution   to   saying   that   he  was  
open   to   improving   communications   and   contact   with   Argentina,   ‘provided   there  
were  no  other  overtones’  on  Argentina’s  part.67  Yet  as  this  idea  grew  into  something  
larger   than   Monk   had   expected,   the   Falklanders   expressed   their   fear   ‘of   being  
dragged  further   into  what  they  regard  as  a  trap  to  enmesh  them  even  more  closely  
with   Argentina’—according   to   a   minute   from   the   new   Governor,   Rex  Masterman  
Hunt.68  It   soon   became   clear   that   the   negotiations   were   reaching   an   impasse,   so  
Ridley  decided  to  strike  a  deal  with  his  Argentine  counterpart  before  putting  it  to  the  
Islanders.   After   several   secret   meetings   over   the   following   months,   an   agreement  
was   finally   reached   between   the   two.   In   the   meantime,   wanting   to   avoid   any  
suspicion  of  collusion  between  Britain  and  Argentina,  the  British  minister  suggested  
that  the  Argentines  should  not  be  ‘too  nice  in  public  about  us’.  The  next  step  would  
be  to  consult  the  Islanders.69  
The  Islanders  had  already  voiced  suspicion  about  Ridley’s  visit  before  his  landing  in  
the   archipelago.  The  Falkland   Islands  Times   reported   that   some  people  were   asking:  
‘What   is   there   to  discuss?  …  The  Falkland   Islands  ARE  British,   and   that’s   the  way  
they  will  stay’.70  Rex  Hunt  had  cabled  the  Foreign  Office  in  advance  of  the  minister’s  
arrival,   outlining   the   different   stances   in   the   Falklands.   While   the   UK   Falkland  
Islands   Committee   had   accepted   a   leaseback   proposal,   ‘provided   that   it   was   for   a  
minimum  of  99  years  and  that  it  included  rights  to  exploit  oil  and  fisheries  resources  
in  a  200  miles  exclusive  economic  zone’,  the  Islands’  councillors  were  deeply  divided  
on   the  matter,  with  most   leaning  against   the  proposal,  and  reporting  similar  views  
among  their  constituents.71  Yet  even  this  was  contested.  Graham  Bound,  editor  of  the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
67  TNA  PREM  19/612,  Minutes  of  New  York  talks,  18.  
68  Cited  in  Freedman,  Official  History  I,  110.  
69  See  Freedman,  Official  History  I,  122–23.  
70  ‘The  Rundown  on  Ridley’,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  December  1980.  
71  THCR  ALW  040/325/12,  Stanley  to  FCO,  11  November  1980.  
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Stanley  weekly  Penguin  News,   claimed   that,   in  personal   conversation  with  many  of  
his   fellow   Islanders   as  well   as   radio   interviews,   ‘it   became   clear   that   not   everyone  
had   dismissed   all   of   the   suggestions   outright’.72  Similarly,   Rex   Hunt   noted   that,  
‘despite  the  critical  tone  and  sometimes  strident  nature  of  questions  asked  at  public  
meetings,  a   lot  of  people  were  prepared  to  consider  the  various  possibilities  for  the  
future  of  the  Islands’.  He  did  not  hide  that  ‘the  idea  of  handing  over  sovereignty  was  
repugnant   to   all’,   but   he   also   noted   that   ‘by   the   end   of   the   week   many   were  
considering   it   as   a   possible   practical   solution   which   Mr.   Ridley   should   explore,  
together  of  course  with  a   long   leaseback’.  Crucially,  a  general   ‘conflict  between   the  
heart  and  the  head’  had  left  them  almost  paralysed—or,  in  the  words  of  the  Penguin  
News,   ‘dazed,  pondering  and  perhaps   rather  worried’.73  In   some  way,   the   Islanders  
still  harboured  the  hope  that  leaseback  would  not  materialise.  ‘They  have  somehow  
survived  for  150  years’,  said  Hunt,    
and  although  they  can  see  no  clear  way  ahead  or  offer  any  practical  alternative  to  a  
leaseback   agreement,   they   think   that   somehow   they   can   manage   to   survive   for  
another  150  years  without  having  to  make  concessions  to  the  Argentines,  even  if  they  
become  poorer  and  life  becomes  more  difficult.  Somehow,  Britain  will  protect  them.  
Somehow,  Britain  will  not  let  them  down.74  
Strident   farewells   for   visiting  ministers   had   almost   become   an   institution   by   now,  
and  Ridley’s  visit  was  no  exception.  A  vociferous  crowd  had  gathered  to  give  him  a  
loud  and  clear  send-­‐‑off:  the  junior  minister  was  ‘greeted  by  boos,  the  honking  of  car  
horns  and  the  waving  of  placards  and  Union  Jacks’.  Yet  the  demonstration  had  been  
organised  by  the  Community  League,  and  the  Penguin  News  was  quick  to  point  out  
that   this   was   their   view—by   no  means   shared   by   all   Islanders.75  Indeed,   Falkland  
Islander   Joe  Booth’s   viewpoint,   expressed  on   a   radio  broadcast   in   the   aftermath  of  
Ridley’s  visit,  stood  in  sharp  contrast,  arguing  in  favour  of  leaseback,  since  ‘it  gives  a  
chance  for  the  other  side  to  save  face  on  the  sovereignty  issue,  and  would  guarantee  	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our  well-­‐‑being   for   the   rest   of   the   time’.76  Others  would   later   voice   similar   feelings.  
Faced   with   what   seemed   an   inevitable   future   compromise   with   Argentina,   and  
aware  of  Britain’s  changing  circumstances,  some  Islanders  were  prepared  to  reassess  
their  attachment  to  the  UK.  
In   this   atmosphere  of  uncertainty,   the   Islanders  had  asked   for   time   to   consider   the  
proposals,  so  Ridley  would  have  to  wait  for  the  go-­‐‑ahead  from  the  Falklands.  But  the  
death  knell  for  leaseback  was  sounded  much  sooner  than  expected,  when  Ridley  was  
lambasted  in  the  lower  house  on  2  December.77  Eighteen  MPs,  including  Sir  Bernard  
Braine,   expressed   sympathy   for   a   people   who   were   ‘wholly   British   in   blood   and  
sentiment’,  while  Russell  Johnston  declared:    
Is  [the  Minister]  further  aware  that  there  is  no  support  at  all  in  the  Falkland  Islands  or  
in   this  House   for   the   shameful   schemes   for  getting   rid  of   these   islands  which  have  
been  festering  in  the  Foreign  Office  for  years?78    
They   wanted   Ridley   to   unequivocally   state   that   the   Islanders’   wishes   were   of  
paramount  importance,  yet  Ridley  tried  to  avoid  painting  himself  into  a  corner.  After  
all,   he   argued,   the   status   quo  was   far   from   ideal,   and   a  way   forward  was  needed.  
This   hostility   in   Westminster,   in   turn,   exacerbated   anti-­‐‑leaseback   opinion   in   the  
Islands.79  Adrian  Monk’s  New  Year’s  Eve  speech  added  the  finishing  touches:    
Slanted  advice.  Hammered  in  by  the  Minister,  the  Governor,  his  assistant,  and  many  
others.  Threats  of  dire  happenings  if  we  don’t  agree  to  give  away  our  most  important  
asset.   I   THINK  THE  WHOLE  CAMPAIGN  STINKS  …   I   am  worried,   very  worried  
that   a   lot   of   people  who   I   have   known   for  many   years   as   strong   defenders   of   our  
British   sovereignty   status   are   now  wavering  …  Don’t   be  misled.  Don’t   be  worried  
about  the  consequences  of  saying  “We  are  British”.  Our  country  will  remain  British.  
This,   he   argued,   was   the   ‘most   serious   attack   on   our   liberties   ever   mounted’.  
Leaseback   ‘might  suit   the  people  of  Hong  Kong—they  were  never  consulted   in   the  
first   place,   and   they   are   Chinese   anyway’,   he   quipped;   but   not   the   British  	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Falklanders.80  This  intemperate  statement  was  no  surprise  to  those  who  knew  Monk:  
he  was  widely  regarded  as  a  hard-­‐‑liner.  Yet  his  speech  seems  to  have  had  a  lasting  
effect.81  Indeed,   six   days   later,   the   Joint   Councils   declared   themselves   in   favour   of  
talks  with  Argentina   (within  a   sovereignty   freeze),  but  decisively  against   leaseback  
or  the  other  two  proposals  from  Ridley.82  A  number  of  Falkland  Islanders  expressed  
unease   about   this;   and   in   the   months   that   followed,   faith   in   Britain   seemed   to  
plummet.83  Reflecting   on   the   aftermath   of   Ridley’s   visit,   a   Falkland   Islands   Times  
leader  argued  that  ‘it  can  be  safely  said  that  his  visit  to  the  Colony  has  sowed  seeds  
of  doubt  as  to  whether  or  not  Britain  is  ready,  willing  and  able  to  dump  the  Falkland  
Islands  as  another  unfashionable,  dried-­‐‑out,  unviable  possession  of  the  Crown’.84    
Yet  perhaps  one  of  the  most  interesting  effects  of  Britain’s  South  Atlantic  policy  was  
that   the   idea  of   independence  was   re-­‐‑surfacing.  As  we  have   seen,   it  was  never   the  
view   of   the   majority   of   the   population,   but   this   growing   perception   that   the  
Falklands  might  be  better  off  going   it  alone  reflected   the  extent  of  divergence   from  
London’s  perspective.  At  the  start  of  1980,  the  editor  of  the  Penguin  News  had  already  
argued  along  these  lines.  The  new  decade  was  an  opportunity  to  make  real  progress  
‘by   taking   the   blinkers   off   our   eyes   and   dispelling   this   blind   faith   in   the   British  
Government’.  Confidence  was  running  very  low:    
We  can   trust   the  British  government  as   little  as  we   trust   the  Argentine  government  
and   feeble   cries   of   ‘Keep   the   Falklands   British’   and   other   clichés   will   win   us   no  
support.  Instead  we  should  look  to  ourselves  and  proclaim  the  Falklands  belong  to  us  
and  not  to  Britain,  Argentina  or  any  other  foreign  country.  We  could  set  ourselves  the  
greatest  goal   that  a  people  could  have—independence.  …  Fluttering  proudly  above  
our   heads   could   be,   not   the   Union   Jack,   but   the   flag   of   the   Falkland   Islands  
Republic.85  
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Fast-­‐‑forwarding   to   September   1981,   Sydney  Miller,   one   of   the   original   founders   of  
the  Falkland  Islands  Emergency  Committee   in  1968,   inveighed  against   leaseback   in  
an  article   in  the  Falkland  Islands  Times,  concluding  that   ‘we  now  have  no  alternative  
but  to  seek  a  form  of  independence’.  He  was  partly  motivated  by  the  fact  that  Belize  
had  been  granted  independence  from  Britain  that  very  month,  while  retaining  British  
defence   forces   in   the   territory   to   protect   it   from   a   possible   Guatemalan   incursion.  
That   Belize’s   inhabitants   were   ‘mainly   black’   indicated,   in   his   view,   that   the  
Falklands—‘a   solid   white   all-­‐‑British   intensely   loyal   community   as   we   Falkland  
Islanders  are’—would  surely  earn  the  same,  if  not  better,  treatment.86    
British   officials,   hopeful   that   some   sort   of   negotiation   would   continue   with  
Argentina,  were   not   impressed.   The  British   ambassador   to   Buenos  Aires,  Anthony  
Williams,   expressed   his   exasperation   in   a   despatch   to   Whitehall.   Tired   of   the  
Falklands   councillors’   inflexibility,   he   suggested  waking   them  up  by   ‘making   their  
flesh   creep   with   expert   advice   about   potential   Argentine   frightfulness’,   while  
pushing  for  ‘a  clear  message  from  London  that  councillors  must  take  their  heads  out  
of   the   sand’.87  But   the   chances   of   an   agreement   on   the   sovereignty   issue   were  
thinning  out.  Thatcher,  who  had  never  been  entirely  convinced  by  leaseback,  finally  
lost  all  faith  in  the  plan:  ‘Even  if  the  islanders  are  ready  to  accept  this  it  is  not  at  all  
clear   to   the  Cabinet   that   this   is  going   to  be   acceptable’.88  The   end  of   leaseback  was  
nigh.    
As  faith  in  Britain’s  ability  to  guarantee  the  Islanders  wishes  reached  a  new  low,  two  
further  developments  in  1981  would  rub  salt  into  the  wounds  of  an  already  frail  UK–
Falklands  connection.  
‘No  “mother  country”  except  the  United  Kingdom’:  the  British  Nationality  Act  
In   the   Falklands   dispute,   timing  was   of   the   essence,   and   the   timing   of   the   British  
Nationality  Bill  could  not  have  been  worse.  The  fact  that  the  leaseback  negotiations  
were   taking   place   as   the   bill   was   being   debated   did   not   help   the   Islanders’  	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predispositions   towards   Ridley’s   initiative:   not   only   were   they   being   asked   to  
transfer   their   sovereignty   to   Argentina,   but   also   about   a   third   of   them   might  
potentially  be  refused  entry  into  the  UK—thus  eliminating  an  important  exit  option  
for  those  unhappy  with  the  new  arrangement.  
The  bill  had  not  come  as  a  surprise;   it  had  been  on   the  cards  since   the  early  1970s.  
Shortly  after  the  passing  of  the  Immigration  Act  of  1971,  opponents  of  the  legislation  
had  asked  for  a  new  citizenship  law,  in  order  to  realign  nationality  and  immigration.  
It   was  widely   understood   that   the   previous   Immigration  Acts   had   created   a   deep  
division  between  nationality  and  right  of  abode—so  much  so  that  being  a  Citizen  of  
the  United  Kingdom  and  Commonwealth  had  been  rendered  almost  meaningless.89  
Though   initially   proposed   by   the   Labour   government   in   1974,   the   new  nationality  
bill   would   not   materialise   until   the   Conservatives   took   it   up   during   their   1979  
election  campaign.  Its  main  objective  was  to  simplify  the  definition  of  citizenship  by  
creating  three  different  types  of  citizens:  those  whose  parents  and  grandparents  had  
been   born   in   the   UK  would   now   be   considered   British   Citizens,   enjoying   right   of  
abode  in  the  UK;  those  born  or  naturalised  in  the  dependencies  (or  those  descended  
from  them)  would  be  denominated  British  Dependent  Territories’  Citizens;  and  those  
who  did  not  fit  either  category  would  be  relegated  to  Overseas  Citizenship.90  Under  
these   conditions,   about   1,200–1,300   Falklanders   would   qualify   as   British   Citizens,  
while  the  rest  of  the  Islanders  (600–700)  would  become  British  Dependent  Territories’  
Citizens.  This  would  cause  much  concern  in  the  South  Atlantic.    
There   was   a   history   of   grievance   against   immigration   restrictions   among   Kelpers.  
The  very  first  Immigration  Act,  in  1962,  had  been  decried  as  ‘a  bitter  pill  to  swallow’,  
given  that  Islanders,  who  for  over  a  century  had  ‘been  able,  with  pride,  to  call  Great  
Britain   “home”’,   would   no   longer   be   able   to   do   so.91  Similarly,   after   the   1968  
Immigrants   Act   was   introduced,   there   were   several   complaints   about   Falklanders  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
89  Ashton  and  Louis,  eds.,  British  Documents  A-­‐‑5-­‐‑I,  cxxiv;  Ian  R.G.  Spencer,  British  Immigration  
Policy  since  1939:  The  Making  of  Multi-­‐‑Racial  Britain  (London:  Routledge,  1997),  148.  
90  Spencer,  Immigration  Policy,  148.  
91  ‘Commonwealth  Immigration  Act’,  Falkland  Islands  Monthly  Review,  7  September  1962.  
  93  
being   denied   entry   into   the   UK, 92   and   the   following   decade,   as   the   Labour  
government  studied  a  new  British  nationality  bill,  the  Falklands’  Welfare  Committee  
sent   a   draft  white   paper   asking   that   Islanders   be   given   back   the   right   to   hold  UK  
passports.  In  a  message  reminiscent  of  the  1948  petition  for  the  removal  of  Governor  
Clifford,  and  the  1968  broadsheet  which  had  prompted  the  creation  of  the  Falklands  
lobby,   the   draft   white   paper   drew   attention   to   the   fact   that   ‘almost   100%   of   the  
population  have  their  family  origins  in  the  United  Kingdom;  that  the  only  language  
spoken   in   the   Islands   is  English;   that   Islanders  have  no  close   ties  with  any  country  
other   than   the   U.K.’—which   they   ‘rightly   regard   as   their   Mother   Country   and  
“Home”’.93    
The  1981  British  Nationality  Bill,  however,  had  come  at  the  nadir  of  mistrust  between  
Islanders   and   the  British  government.  Ridley  had   tried   to   reassure   the   Islanders   in  
1979  that  ‘the  admission  of  such  islanders  to  this  country  would  be  given  favourable  
consideration   under   our   immigration   legislation’,   but   suspicions   remained.94  Two  
years  later,  at  a  meeting  with  representatives  of  the  Falklands  lobby  in  March  1981,  
Ridley  effectively  told  them  that  Islanders  would  not  be  denied  entry;  yet  this  could  
not  be  mentioned  publicly,  since   ‘other  Dependent  Territories  would  regard  such  a  
statement   as  discriminatory’;   indeed   there  was   a   fear   that   ‘any   attempt   to  develop  
the   nationality   debate   on   these   lines   would   be   bound   to   attract   criticism   of  
racialism’.95  Hong  Kong,   in   fact,  was  a  key  concern  behind   the  nationality  bill—not  
the   Falklands.   If   an   exception  were  made   for   the   Falkland   Islanders,   it  was   feared  
that  it  would  ‘open  the  floodgates’  for  over  2.5  million  Hong  Kong  British  citizens—
as   Baroness   Trumpington   bluntly   put   it   in   the   House   of   Lords.   While   this   was  
seemingly  a  matter  of  making  an  exception  for  a  few  hundred  people,  ‘in  reality,  the  
gate  that  could  be  opened  …  could  well  lead  to  a  flood  of  people  from  other  parts  of  
the  world—all  of  whom  could   legitimately  claim  the  right   to   live   in   this  country’.96  	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Interestingly,  Gibraltar  would   be   given   special   treatment,   but   this  was   justified   by  
stressing  that  it  was  the  only  British  Dependent  Territory  in  Europe,  thus  according  
its  inhabitants  a  special  status.97    
Britain  seemed  to  have  its  hands  tied,  but  for  the  Islanders  there  was  a  larger  issue  at  
stake:   if   sovereignty   were   transferred   to   Argentina—or   worse,   if   they   invaded—a  
third  of  the  population  would  be  left  stranded,  in  a  legal  limbo.  Their  experience  of  
over   a   decade   of   British–Argentine   negotiations   had   led   them   to   become   deeply  
suspicious  of  any  verbal  ‘reassurances’.  Councillor  Tim  Miller,  for  instance,  stated  in  
no  uncertain  terms  that  it   ‘should  be  further  emphasised  to  the  British  Government  
that  we  Falkland  Islanders  are  British,  of  British  descent  and,  we  expect  to  be  treated  
as,  and  classed  as,  British  Citizens  and  nothing  less’.98  In  stark  contrast  to  leaseback,  
on   this   issue   the   Islanders   seemed   to   be  more   unanimous.  Hunt   reported   that   the  
councillors  had  initially  favoured  a  freeze  in  talks  with  Argentina  until  their  right  of  
abode   was   guaranteed,   but   eventually   settled   for   the   motion   ‘That   this   house  
requests  that  HMG  grant  full  British  Citizenship  to  Falkland  Islanders’.99  
In   the   meantime,   the   Falklands   lobby   lost   no   time   garnering   support   for   the  
Islanders’  cause.  A  letter  on  behalf  of  the  Falkland  Islands  Office  in  London,  sent  to  
Lords   and   MPs,   argued   that   if   the   Nationality   Bill   were   passed,   it   would  
automatically   consign   hundreds   of   Islanders—‘whose   pure   British   nationality  
extends   unbroken   since   the   early   nineteenth   century   when   the   islands   were  
settled’—to  second  class  citizenship.  While  understanding  concerns   in   the  UK  over  
other  dependent  territories,  the  letter  argued  that  ‘the  case  for  the  Falkland  islanders  
is  not  the  same’:  
Apart  from  being  of  true  United  Kingdom  stock  and  showing  intense  loyalty  to  Her  
Majesty  the  Queen,  there  are  four  fundamental  differences:    
(a) there  was  no  indigenous  population  when  the  Islands  were  first  settled;  
(b) Islands  have  no  ‘mother  country’  except  the  United  Kingdom;  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
97  See   Robert   Moore,   ‘The   Debris   of   Empire:   The   1981   Nationality   Act   and   the   Oceanic  
Dependent  Territories’,  Immigrants  &  Minorities  19,  no.  1  (2000),  5.    
98  ‘Extracts   from   Councillors’   “Motions   of   Thanks”   at   LegCo,   June   1981’,   Falkland   Islands  
Times,  July  1981.  
99  THCR  ALW  040/325/2,  Stanley  to  FCO,  7  January  1981.  
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(c) there  is  no  question  of  the  Islands  seeking  independence;    
(d) the  original   service  pensioner  settlers  were  promised   the   right   to   retain   full  
British  Citizenship.100  
Interestingly,   no  mention  was  made   of   the   threat   from  Argentina.   The   reasons   for  
granting  full  British  Citizenship  to  the  Falklanders  were  not  depicted  as  utilitarian  or  
convenient,  but  rather  as  something  that  belonged  to  them  by  right,  due  to  the  purity  
of   their   British   descent,   their   ‘intense   loyalty’   and   the   fact   that   they   had   no   other  
‘mother  country’.  These  arguments  were  later  echoed  in  some  debates  in  the  House  
of  Lords.  In  October  1981,  Baroness  Vickers  stressed  the  Falkland  Islanders’  desire  to  
retain  their  Britishness.  In  order  to  help  them  arrest  their  population  decline,  she  had  
suggested  that  they  take  Vietnamese  refugees,  but  they  had  decisively  turned  down  
her  offer:   ‘They  were  very   indignant  and  said,  “No,  we  are  British  and  we  want   to  
keep   the   island   British”’,   she   recalled.101  That   this  was   cited   as   a   virtue   says  much  
about  Baroness  Vickers’  own  racial  understanding  of  national   identity—and  that  of  
the   Falklanders.   The   Penguin   News,   in   fact,   had   condemned   this   incident   in   an  
editorial  from  December  1979,  arguing  that  ‘racial  prejudice  is  disturbingly  common  
in   the   Falklands’.  Many  people   had   opposed   offering   sanctuary   to   the  Vietnamese  
‘boat  people’  at  a  public  meeting,  arguing  that  ‘we  do  not  want  to  lumber  ourselves  
with   the   same   racial   problems   that   are   prevalent   in   the   United   Kingdom’.   The  
Penguin   News   editor   did   not   mince   his   words:   ‘by   maintaining   our   population   of  
British  origin  we  are  making  a  grave  mistake  and  are  developing  a  sense  of  bigoted  
racial   superiority   in   our   people.  We   have  much   to   gain   and   (as   long   as   racism   is  
excluded)  nothing   to   lose   from  admitting   settlers  of   any   race.  We  desperately  need  
people’.102  Here  was  a  clear  case  where  fully  embracing  a  Greater  British  view  of  the  
Falklands  proved  to  be  particularly  problematic:  due  to  the  small  population  of  the  
Islands,  a  significant   influx  of  non-­‐‑British  people  could  tilt   the  balance  so  that   their  
case   in   the   eyes   of   parliament,   the   Foreign  Office   and   the  world   at   large   could   be  
radically  undermined.  Yet  this  protection  of  their  ethnic  composition  was  out  of  step  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
100  ‘F.I.  Committee  News’,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  December  1980.  
101  In  that  debate,  Lord  Hunt  branded  the  Bill  as  ‘a  divisive  act  which  it  is  morally  wrong  to  
impose  on  these  splendid  people’.  Parl.  Deb.,  Lords,  7  October  1981,  cols.  147,  50.  
102  ‘Editorial’,  Penguin  News,  24  December  1979.  Emphasis  in  original.  
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with  contemporary  views  in  the  UK,  serving  to  widen  the  gap  with  the  very  kinship  
group  they  held  so  dear.  
Despite   this   supposedly  united   front   in  defence   of   their   Britishness,   the   Falklands’  
spiritual   bond   with   their   ‘mother   country’   continued   to   unravel.   A   feeling   of  
foreboding   engulfed   the   Islanders   as   the   British   nationality   debate   unfolded.   Neil  
Watson,  one  of   the  original   ten  members  of   the  Local  Falkland   Islands  Committee,  
confessed   he   had   a   ‘nagging   feeling   that   we   are   preparing   our   lines   of   retreat’.  
Despite   signing   a  petition  pleading   for   full  British   citizenship,  he  was   in   fact   quite  
ambivalent   about   his   attachment   to   Britain,   declaring   that   ‘there   is   no   way   that   I  
regard   Britain   as   home’.   This,   of   course,   did   not   mean   he   would   welcome   the  
Argentine   Junta  with   open   arms:   the   prospect   of   living   under  Argentine   rule  was  
grim   enough   to   keep   him   in   the   British   fold.103  To   what   extent   this   view   was  
generalised  among  the  Islanders  is  hard  to  tell.  We  have  come  across  clear  evidence  
that  some  advocated  ‘going  it  alone’,  which  would  suggest  a  similar  disillusionment  
with  the  idea  of  Britain.  What  is  most  interesting  about  this  remark,  however,  is  that  
it   shows   the  growing  realisation  among  Falklanders   that   their  Greater  British  bond  
did  not  match  reality.  
When   the   bill   was   passed,   the   mood   in   Stanley   sank   to   a   new   low.   There   was   a  
widespread   sense   of   ‘resigned   anger’,   according   to   the   Penguin   News.   The   story  
seemed  to  repeat  itself:  ‘In  a  place  where  people  have  become  well  aware  that  loyalty  
expressed   over   many   generations   is   swiftly   forgotten,   they   are   not   surprised   that  
they  have  been  pushed  a  little  further  out  into  the  cold’.104  Another  fatal  decision  in  
the  UK  would  almost  nudge  them  overboard.  
Endurance  test:  dwindling  defence  commitments  in  the  South  Atlantic  
In   June   1981,   the   Thatcher   government   announced   it   would   withdraw   ice   patrol  
HMS  Endurance   from   the   South  Atlantic   after   the   1981–82   season.   This  was   an   old  
battle  between  the  Defence  Ministry  and  the  Foreign  Office,  dating  back  to  the  1974  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
103  Neil  Watson,  ‘Thoughts  on  a  Discussion’,  Falkland  Islands  Enquirer,  23  October  1981.  
104  ‘Islanders  Lose  Citizenship  Battle’,  Penguin  News,  29  November  1981.  
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Defence   Review,   which   had   proposed   to   scrap   the   vessel   by   April   1976.   A  
combination  of  pressures   from   the  FCO,  which  saw   it   as  an   important  deterrent   in  
the   South  Atlantic,   and   the   increasing   tensions   in   the   region  during   the   late   1970s,  
had  eventually  persuaded  the  Ministry  of  Defence  to  postpone  the  decommissioning  
until   the   1980–81   season,   at   the   latest.105  Attempts   to   keep   the   vessel   would   not  
prevail   this   time,   however.   Some  British   officials   saw   the   ice   patrol   as   extravagant  
and  unnecessary,  as  it  only  spent  thirty  days  a  year  around  the  Falkland  Islands,  yet  
it   cost  around  £4  million   to  maintain.106  For   the  Falklanders  and   their  supporters   in  
Westminster,   however,   HMS   Endurance   was   an   important   indicator   of   Britain’s  
willingness  to  defend  the  region.  Thus  the  decision  to  withdraw  it  in  March  1982  was  
interpreted   as   clear   proof   that   the   Islands   had   sunk   further   down   the  UK’s   list   of  
priorities.107    
Indeed,  when  the  news  reached  the  South  Atlantic,  the  Islanders  were  ‘shocked’.108  In  
a   cable   to   the   Foreign   Office,   Hunt   contended   that   the   decommissioning   of   HMS  
Endurance  was  ‘generally  seen  locally  as  a  calculated  step  in  the  process  of  isolating  
Falklands  from  UK  in  the  face  of   increasing  Argentine  pressure’.109  Indignation  was  
rampant   in   many   quarters:   ‘the   Thatcher   Government,   like   its   predecessors,   is  
SCARED  of  upsetting  a  South  American  Dictator’,  wrote  councillor  Tim  Miller  to  the  
Falkland  Islands  Times.  Britain  could  no  longer  be  trusted  and  the  writing  was  on  the  
wall   for  the  Kelpers:   ‘One  can  only  conclude  that  the  repeated  “assurances”  we  get  
from  the  U.K.  that  in  case  of  emergency  we  would  be  re-­‐‑inforced  [sic]  and  defended,  
are   little   more   than   a   pack   of   lies’.110  ExCo   vigorously   condemned   the   decision,  
stating:    
The   people   of   the   Falkland   Islands   deplore   in   the   strongest   terms   the   decision   to  
withdraw  HMS  Endurance  from  service.  They  express  concern  that  Britain  appears  to  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
105  More   information   about   this   can   be   found   in   Donaghy,   British   Government,   212–13;  
Freedman,  Official  History  I,  60–98.  
106  Freedman,  Official  History  I,  144–45.  
107  Dodds,  Pink  Ice,  134;  Freedman,  Official  History  I,  143.    
108  ‘Cheers  Endurance’,  Penguin  News,  15  June  1981.  
109  THCR  ALW  076/1,  Stanley  to  FCO,  26  June  1981.  
110  Tim  Miller,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  January  1982.  
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be  abandoning  its  defence  of  British  interests  in  the  South  Atlantic  and  Antarctic  at  a  
time  when  other  powers  are  strengthening  their  position  in  these  areas.111  
The  Falklands  lobby,  meanwhile,  stressed  that  the  patrol  ship’s  ‘planned  withdrawal  
has   been   heralded   in   the   Argentine   press   as   an   indication   that   Britain   lacks   real  
interest   in   the  Antarctic   and   the   Falkland   Islands;   it   is   interpreted   by   the   patriotic  
Falkland   Islanders   as   another   sign   that   they   are   quietly   being   deserted’.112  These  
views   resonated   in   Westminster—particularly   in   the   House   of   Lords,   where   this  
issue  was  debated  at  length  on  16  December  1981.  Lord  Morris,  opening  the  debate,  
described  the  decision  as  ‘sad  [and]  short-­‐‑sighted’,  while  Lord  Shackleton,  stressing  
how  ‘very  British  and  very  proud’  the  Islanders  were,  argued  that  the  scrapping  of  
Endurance  was  contributing  to  the  uncertainty  of  their  future.113  Yet  Foreign  Minister  
Lord  Carrington’s  efforts  to  persuade  the  Defence  Minister,  John  Nott,  to  reconsider  
the   decision   bore   no   fruit.   He   had   hoped   the   Early   Day  Motion—signed   by  more  
than  150  MPs  in  the  House  of  Commons—would  exert  an  influence.114  But  Nott  was  
adamant   that  Endurance   should   go;   for   him,   it  was   a  matter   of   priorities.115  Even   if  
HMS  Endurance  did  not,   in  reality,  guarantee  total  security,  the  Islanders  attached  a  
symbolic  value  to  it,  and  any  defence  cuts  that  affected  the  Falkland  were  bound  to  
be  seen  as  suspect  by  the  Islanders.  Once  again,  a  clash  of  interests  and  priorities  was  
at  the  core  of  the  problem.  
  
As  1981  drew   to  a   close,   the  Falklands  dispute  was   far   from  being   settled,   and   the  
Islanders   brooded   over   their   uncertain   future.   Apart   from   the   constant   Argentine  
threat,  what  was  perhaps  more  worrying  was  that  over  the  previous  two  decades  the  
spiritual  bond  uniting  the  British  Falkland  Islanders  and  their  ‘mother  country’  8,000  
miles  away  had  rapidly  deteriorated.  The  evidence  suggests  a  complex  story,  not  a  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
111  ‘No  More  Endurance’,  Falkland  Islands  Times,  July  1981.  
112  Times,  31  Oct  1981.  
113  Parliamentary  Debates,  Lords,  16  December  1981,  Vol.  426,  col.  209.  
114  Falkland   Islands   Review:   Report   of   a   Committee   of   Privy   Counsellors,   Cmnd.   8787   (London:  
HMSO,  1983),  nos  114–18.  
115  Cited   in  Michael  Charlton,  The  Little  Platoon:  Diplomacy  and   the  Falklands  Dispute   (Oxford:  
Blackwell,  1989),  154–55.  
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linear   account   of   progressive,   inexorable   and  malignant   betrayal,   as   this   period   is  
sometimes  depicted.  Yet  if  there  is  a  common  thread  running  through  these  intricate  
developments   it   is   that   British   attitudes   towards   the   Falklands,   and   the   Falkland  
Islanders’  reactions,  were  vexed  by  the  difficult   legacies  of  Britain’s  global   imperial  
retreat.  In  the  face  of  a  growing  divergence  between  the  material  interests  of  London  
and  those  of  Stanley,  the  sentimental  bond  of  Greater  Britain  was  played  up  by  the  
Islanders  and  their  supporters  in  the  UK—none  more  effectively  than  the  Falklands  
lobby.   Yet   at   the   back   of   British   officials’   minds   was   the   imperative   of   bringing  
unfinished   imperial   business   to   a   close   and   firmly   moving   on   to   a   new,   post-­‐‑
imperial,  phase  in  Britain’s  history.  
In   this   context,   it   can  be   very   fruitful   to   observe   the   similar  paths   followed  by   the  
Falklands  and  other   regions  of   the  British  world  at   the   time  of   its  unravelling.  The  
currents  we  have  seen  in  the  cases  of  Australia,  New  Zealand,  Canada  and  Rhodesia  
were   broadly   reproduced   in   the   Falklands,   albeit   on   a   smaller   and   perhaps   more  
provincial   scale.  The   first   inklings  of   a   rupture   in   the   relationship  between  Colony  
and   ‘mother   country’   prompted   the   Islanders   to   emphasise   their   loyalty   and  
Britishness.   After   Chalfont’s   reassurances   in   the   late   1960s,   disbelief   and   distrust  
rapidly   turned   into   bitter   accusations   of   betrayal   and   duplicity   during   the   1970s,  
intensifying  during  particular   crises.   The   Falklands   lobby,   adopting   a   rhetoric   that  
bore  many  resemblances  with  that  of  other  corners  of  the  British  world,  pleaded  on  
behalf  of  the  2,000  ‘abandoned  Britons’  in  the  tiny,  defenceless,  but  staunchly  loyal,  
Islands.  Doubts  and  hopes  remained,  even  until  the  eve  of  the  Argentine  invasion  in  
April  1982;  but  the  uncertainty  of  what  the  future  held  for  the  Kelpers  also  led  many  
to  believe  that  the  Islands  were  doomed.  As  Governor  French  aptly  put  it,  it  was  the  
realisation   that   ‘the  old  Colonial   clock   cannot  be  put  back’   that  drove  not   a   few  of  
them  to  the  brink  of  despair.116  This  sense  of  precariousness  also  eroded  the  internal  
cohesion  of  this  miniscule  community,  magnifying  any  existing  dissent  and  divisions  
among   the   Islanders.   Thus,   while   the   battle   cry   ‘Keep   the   Falklands   British’   still  
resonated  widely   in   the   archipelago,   other  Falklanders   argued   in   favour  of   cutting  
the  umbilical   cord   from   their   erstwhile   ‘mother   country’,   convinced   that   only   thus  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
116  TNA  FCO  7/3230,  French  to  Hall  (LAD).  
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would  their  community  survive.  Progressive  initiatives  from  the  UK  to  nudge  them  
in  Argentina’s  direction  could  only  exacerbate  this  sense  of  uncertainty.  In  a  dispute  
where  symbols  were  all-­‐‑important,  reductions   in  the  defence  of   the  Islands  and  the  
exclusion  of  a  significant  proportion  of  Islanders  from  immigration  into  the  UK  sent  
very  clear  signals  both  to  the  Argentines  and  the  Kelpers.  
The   evolution   of   attitudes   in   the   UK   also   followed   similar   patterns   to   other   late  
imperial   crises   in   the   British   world.   Persistent   appeals   for   realism   and   vague  
promises  were  joined  by  increasing  irritation  at  the  Islanders’  perceived  inflexibility  
and  lack  of  common  sense.  Their  seemingly  blinkered  and  parochial  views,  oblivious  
to   the   challenges   of   enormous   proportions   bedevilling   the   UK,   exasperated  many  
Whitehall   officials   and   political   commentators.   Pleas   for   financial   assistance   and  
economic  development  baffled  them,  prompting  them  to  protest  that  the  Falklanders  
were  living  in  a  state  of  unreality.  Fundamental  to  this  perception  was  the  view  that  
the  Islanders’  unwavering  Britishness  was  an  attachment  to  an  anachronistic  view  of  
Britain   that  no   longer  existed.  With   the  end  of  empire,  new  realities  had  set   in  and  
the   UK’s   priorities   no   longer   included   the   maintenance   of   the   empire.   Yet   the  
Falklands   lobby,   even   if   not   always   homogeneous   and   consistent,   was   a   very  
powerful   body   and   effectively   garnered   support   for   the   Islanders’   cause   in   many  
influential  quarters.  This  greatly  curtailed  the  Foreign  Office’s  room  for  manoeuvre  
on  affairs  in  the  South  Atlantic,  as  British  governments  were  conscious  of  not  losing  
support  in  parliament  and  public  opinion.  
We   must,   of   course,   allow   for   the   particularities   of   each   case;   but   this   does   not  
invalidate  the  comparisons.  González  has  shown  how  larger  issues,  such  as  Gibraltar  
and  Rhodesia,  conditioned  the  early  stages  of  the  negotiations.  The  case  of  Rhodesia  
is  particularly  relevant,  as  there  the  threat  of  violence  played  a  crucial  role  in  uniting  
its  white  settlers  around  the  fraying  banner  of  Greater  Britain.  The  marginal  place  of  
the  Falklands  in  the  UK  during  the  1970s  must,  of  course,  be  factored  in.  Even  if  the  
lobby  attempted  to  accentuate  the  economic  potential  of  the  Islands  during  years  of  
financial   dire   straits   in   Britain,   trade   and   diplomatic   relations  with  Argentina   and  
Latin   America   at   large,   Britain’s   NATO   commitments,   the   European   Economic  
Community,   and   the   ‘special   relationship’   with   the   United   States   (for   whom   both  
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Britain  and  Argentina  were  valuable  allies)  made  a  peaceful  settlement  of  the  dispute  
all   the  more   compelling.   But   it  was   the   Islands’   relative   unimportance   in  material  
terms   that   amplifies   the   claim   advanced   here:   that   the   lingering   hold   of   Greater  
Britain   was   the   defining   element   that   transformed   a   minor   squabble   into   an  
intractable  dilemma.  
For  all  their  insignificance,  the  Falklands  loomed  large  in  the  eyes  of  parliament,  the  
media  and  public  opinion,  thus  forcing  Cabinet  ministers  to  tiptoe  around  the  issue.  
Without   parliamentary   and   public   engagement—largely   owing   to   the  work   of   the  
Falklands  lobby—Britain  might  well  have  reached  some  form  of  workable  settlement  
with  Argentina.  But  it  was  above  all  the  success  of  the  lobby’s  rhetoric  that  ensured  
that   a   Greater   British   view   of   the   Islands   still   reverberated   in   the   UK.   Fearing  
accusations  of  ‘sell-­‐‑out’  and  ‘betrayal’,  British  governments  had  been  prevented  from  
striking  a  deal,  as  their  options  narrowed  drastically.    
The   evidence   presented   in   this   chapter   demonstrates   the   importance   of  
understanding  the  Falklands  dispute  within  the  broader  dynamics  of  the  progressive  
erosion   of   the   transnational   idea   of   Greater   Britain.   Other   factors   undoubtedly  
played  their  part,  but  it  is  ultimately  not  possible  to  fully  grasp  the  unfolding  of  the  
Falklands   crisis  without   an   imperial   frame  of   reference—one   focused  on  persisting  
assumptions  inherited  from  the  British  world.  The  power  of  this  vision,  even  if  long  
since  moribund,  became  strikingly  evident  during  the  Falklands  War  itself,  when  the  
fundamental   Britishness   of   the   Islanders   was   highlighted   in   a   singular   way   by  
politicians,   the   media   and   ordinary   citizens   alike.   The   key   to   understanding   this  
phenomenon  lies  in  the  long  prelude  to  the  Falklands  War:  this  period  of  mounting  
tensions   and   uncertainties   also   provided   the   raw   ingredients   for   the   rhetorical  
posturing  of  Mrs  Thatcher  and  those  who  supported  the  Islanders  during  and  after  
the  conflict.  This  ‘dream  island’  of  the  Falklanders  may  have  been  a  wild  fantasy  in  
the  eyes  of  Whitehall  officials.  Yet  it  turned  out  to  be  a  fantasy  capable  of  conjuring  
up  potent  politics.  
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3  
‘Goodbye  and  the  best  of  British…’  
Echoes  of  Greater  Britain  at  the  onset  of  war  
    
For   the   many   Islanders   who   awaited   the   dawn   on   2   April   1982,   in   nervous  
expectation  as  the  clouds  of  invasion  gathered  on  the  horizon,  the  unusually  pleasant  
weather  conditions  seemed  ironic—almost  bad  taste:    
The   weather   was   infuriatingly   perfect,   calm   and   almost   balmy.  When   Bill   said   as  
much,  there  was  a  grim,  grunted  reply  from  the  Marine  behind  the  wheel:   ‘Yeah.  A  
great  day  to  die’.  A  more  normal  April  night  might  have  delivered  wind-­‐‑blown  stair  
rods  of  frigid  rain  that  would  have  dampened  the  Argentines’  enthusiasm  for  a  fight.  
But   whatever   anybody   would   die   of   the   next   morning,   it   was   not   going   to   be  
hypothermia.1  
The  previous  evening,  Rex  Hunt  had  announced  over  the  radio  that  the  Argentines  
were  sailing  towards  the  Islands.  Regular  reports,  updates  and  messages  continued  
through   the   night.   The   moment   they   had   all   feared   for   years   had   finally   arrived.  
Some   Islanders   were   confident   that   the   British   would   come   to   the   rescue.   Others  
were  more   doubtful.   Lord   Carrington’s   1   April   telegram   to   Rex  Hunt  was   hardly  
reassuring—it   sounded   too   much   like   other   messages   from   Whitehall   during   the  
previous   seventeen   years:   ‘We   now   have   apparently   reliable   evidence   that   an  
Argentine   task   force   will   gather   off   Cape   Pembroke   early   tomorrow   morning,   2  
April.  You  (and  Buenos  Aires)  will  wish  to  make  your  dispositions  accordingly’.2  As  
he  delivered  the  message,  Hunt’s  communicator,  Brian  Wells,  retorted:  ‘They  might  
have  added  goodbye  and  the  best  of  British…’3  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  Bound,  Invasion  1982,  loc.  925.  Bill  Curtis  was  a  Canadian,  who  had  fled  to  the  Islands  in  fear  
of  nuclear  war.  
2  TNA  FCO  7/4490,  Carrington  to  Hunt,  1  April  1982,  fo.  12.  
3  Rex  Masterman  Hunt,  My  Falkland  Days  (London:  Politico’s  Publishing,  2002),  167.  
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The  Argentines—who  had  been  delayed  in  previous  days  by  bad  weather  and  kelp  
beds—landed   at   Mullet   Creek   and   Yorke   Bay   before   dawn.   After   offering   some  
resistance,  the  Royal  Marines  and  the  local  Falkland  Islands  Defence  Force  protecting  
Government   House   finally   surrendered,   and   by   10.30am   the   Argentine   flag   was  
fluttering  in  the  breeze.  Hunt  was  given  some  hours  to  pack  his  bags  before  leaving  
for  Uruguay,  from  where  he  would  be  sent  back  to  the  UK.  On  his  way  to  the  airport,  
the  Governor,  in  an  act  of  defiance,  still  clung  to  the  last  of  the  British  symbols  that  
were  being  swiftly  removed  by  the  invading  forces:  ‘I  elected  to  drive  to  the  airport  
in   my   ceremonial   uniform   in   the   taxi   flying   the   Falklands   Islands   flag   [sic]’,   he  
recounted   from   Montevideo   the   following   day.   ‘My   escort   protested   but   did   not  
interfere  until  we  reached  the  airport  when  they  did  not  allow  my  wife   to   take   the  
flag’.4  
In  Buenos  Aires,  General  Galtieri  triumphantly  announced  to  the  nation  the  recovery  
of   the   Malvinas,   and   prayed   ‘that   those   who   are   today   our   adversaries   may  
understand  in  time  their  error  and  may  deeply  reflect  before  persisting  in  a  position  
which  is  rejected  by  all  the  free  peoples  in  the  world  and  by  all  those  who  had  their  
territory  mutilated   and   endured   colonialism   and   exploitation’.5  British   imperialism  
had   been   finally   defeated,   and   Argentina   had   achieved   the   much-­‐‑coveted   goal   of  
territorial   integrity.   The   crowds,   gathered   at   Buenos   Aires’   iconic   Plaza   de   Mayo,  
beneath   the   balcony   of   the   grandiose   Presidential   Palace,   cheered   euphorically.   It  
was  hard  to  believe  that,  only  three  days  earlier,  protesting  mobs  had  been  brutally  
beaten  by   the  police   in   that  very   square.  This   time,   the  mood  was   festive—though  
many  kept  a  low  profile,  worried  about  the  sombre  prospect  of  war.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4  TNA  FCO  7/4490,  Hunt  to  FCO,  3  April  1982,  fo.  40.  
5  TNA  FCO  7/4490,  General  Galtieri’s  address  to  the  Argentine  Nation,  2  April  1982,  fo.  W25b.  
Lieutenant  General  Leopoldo  Fortunato  Galtieri,  an  army  leader  who  had  risen  through  the  
ranks  during   the  Proceso,   had  ousted   the  General  Roberto  Viola   in  December   1981.  He  had  
made  a  priority  of  recovering  the  Malvinas,  and  on  5  January  1982,  the  Junta  decided  to  take  
the  Islands  by  force  if  diplomatic  means  failed.  See  Juan  Bautista  Yofre,  1982:  Los  Documentos  
Secretos   de   la   Guerra   de   Malvinas/Falklands   y   el   Derrumbe   del   Proceso   (Buenos   Aires:  
Sudamericana,  2011),  loc.  1396–1436.  
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Meanwhile,  a  sense  of  consternation  prevailed  in  Britain.  After  ascertaining  that  the  
invasion  had  indeed  taken  place,  Mrs  Thatcher  summoned  an  extraordinary  meeting  
of  the  two  Houses  of  Parliament  for  3  April—the  first  debate  on  a  Saturday  since  the  
1956  Suez   crisis.  At   11.19am,   the  Prime  Minister   stood  up   to   address   the  House  of  
Commons.   She  was   greeted  with   boos   and   hisses   as   she   pronounced   the   opening  
words:  
The  House  meets  this  Saturday  to  respond  to  a  situation  of  great  gravity.  We  are  here  
because,   for   the   first   time   for   many   years,   British   sovereign   territory   has   been  
invaded  by  a  foreign  power.  After  several  days  of  rising  tension  in  our  relations  with  
Argentina,   that   country'ʹs  armed   forces  attacked   the  Falkland   Islands  yesterday  and  
established  military  control  of  the  islands.6    
The   invasion   had   taken   the   Government   by   surprise—hence   the   anger   and  
indignation   in   the  House.  Galtieri’s   actions  were   condemned   almost   unanimously,  
and  Westminster  endorsed  the  sending  of  the  Task  Force  that  very  day.    
Mrs  Thatcher’s  speech  revealed  two  key  elements  driving  Britain’s  response.  Firstly,  
the   Falklanders’   loyalty.   She   reported   on  Governor   Rex  Hunt’s   remarks   about   the  
Islanders:    
When  he  left  the  Falklands,  he  said  that  the  people  were  in  tears.  They  do  not  want  to  
be  Argentine.  He  said  that  the  islanders  are  still  tremendously  loyal.  I  must  say  that  I  
have  every  confidence  in  the  governor  and  the  action  that  he  took.7    
This  would  become  a  recurrent  theme  not  only  in  the  Prime  Minister’s  rhetoric,  but  
also  in  that  of  many  politicians  and  media.  The  second  factor  was  her  determination  
to  resist  Argentina’s  encroachment  on  British  soil:    
I  must  tell  the  House  that  the  Falkland  Islands  and  their  dependencies  remain  British  
territory.   No   aggression   and   no   invasion   can   alter   that   simple   fact.   It   is   the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6  Parliamentary  Debates,  Commons,  3  April  1982,  Vol.  21,  col.  633.  
7  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  3  April  1982,  col.  633.  
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Government'ʹs   objective   to   see   that   the   islands   are   freed   from   occupation   and   are  
returned  to  British  administration  at  the  earliest  possible  moment.8    
These   twin   imperatives—to  rescue   loyal  Britons  and  resist  naked  aggression—were  
not  contradictory,  yet  they  derived  from  very  distinct  traditions.  The  first,  embodied  
in  a  commitment  to  stand  by  ‘kith  and  kin’,  regardless  of  distance,  even  at  the  cost  of  
spilling  blood,  had   its   roots   in   the  white   settler   empire—a  duty   that   resided   in   the  
realm   of   Greater   Britain.   The   second   had   more   to   do   with   Britain’s   world   role,  
standing  up  to  dictators,  not  being  humiliated  by  other  nations—to  a  large  extent  a  
legacy   of   empire   but   also   conveying   clear   echoes   of   the   Second  World  War.   These  
distinct   ways   of   viewing   the   conflict   would   become   increasingly   blurred,   thereby  
complicating  the  task  of  discerning  the   ‘imperial’  dimensions  of  the  Falklands  War.  
They,  of  course,  cannot  be  treated  as  mutually  exclusive,  entirely  consistent  or  even  
coherent.  Rather,  they  were  alternative  manifestations  of  the  ‘imperial’  resonance  of  
the   events   in   the   South  Atlantic.   For   the   sake   of   analytical   clarity,   however,   I  will  
treat  them  separately  over  the  next  two  chapters,  with  a  view  to  demonstrating  how  
an   initial   emphasis   on   the   Falklands   as   an   outpost   of   Greater   Britain   converged  
with—and  was   increasingly   overshadowed   by—recrudescent   impulses   of   imperial  
pride  and  the  restoration  of  wartime  ‘greatness’,  dominated  by  images  of  gunboats,  
conquest  and  adventure.  One  of  the  useful  implications  of  this  approach  is  that  it  can  
help  us  get  away  from  the  crude  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the  Falklands  was  an  
‘imperial   war’.   There   are   subtler   questions   to   be   asked   about   the   deeper,   internal  
dynamics   at   play.   By   analysing   the   British   political   culture   during   the   war—the  
interplay   between   official   rhetoric,   media   debates,   politicians’   views   and   citizens’  
opinions—we   can   get   closer   to   the   objective   of   this   thesis:   namely,   to   assess   ‘how  
significant,   indeed   how   clearly   identifiable   and   distinguishable,   may   be   the  
specifically   “post-­‐‑imperial”   aspects’   of   the   crisis. 9   What   type   of   post-­‐‑imperial  
moment,   if   at   all,   was   the   Falklands   War?   This   chapter   looks   specifically   at   the  
conflict  as  catalyst  for  reflection  on,  and  increasingly  disagreement  about,  the  nature,  
meaning  and  above  all  the  wider  scope  of  the  category  of  Britishness.    	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  3  April  1982,  col.  633.  
9  Howe,  ‘Imperial  Aftershocks’,  244.  
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Because  of   the  brevity  of   the  war,   it  will  be  more   fruitful   to  approach   the  next   two  
chapters   in   a   thematic—rather   than   chronological—manner.   This   method   implies  
drawing  on  different  sources  in  order  to  illustrate  the  main  themes  and  trends.  This  
means,   for   instance,   that   I  may   look   at   statements   in   the  House   of   Commons   and  
complement  them  with  letters  from  constituents  to  their  MPs  and  opinion  pieces  in  
the  national  media.  This  provides  a  fuller  picture  of  the  ideas  circulating  in  the  public  
sphere,   while   also   presenting   the   contrast   between   official   and   privately   held  
opinions.  Moreover,  by  looking  at  particular  statements  or  writings  alongside  other  
similar  utterances,  we  can  identify  the  common  currents  informing  those  views.  
Key  events:  March–June  1982  
There   is  a  vast  array  of  works  detailing   the  events  of   the  war,   from  many  different  
angles  and  perspectives.  I  will  not  attempt  to  replicate  that  task  here,  but  will  instead  
outline  the  main  events  of  the  conflict,   in  order  to  provide  a  historical  framework.10  
The   confrontation   began   with   the   Argentine   invasion   on   2   April   1982,   but   the  
landing  of  the  Bahía  Buen  Suceso  at  the  abandoned  whaling  station  at  Leith  Harbour  
(South  Georgia)  on  19  March   is  generally  acknowledged  as  one  of   the   catalysts   for  
war.   The   ship   transported   a   group   of   scrap   dealers,   led   by   the   Argentine  
businessman  Constantino  Davidoff  who,  on  arrival,  raised  the  Argentine  flag.  There  
is   evidence   that   he   not   only   had   the   Junta’s   blessing,   but   his   trip   had   been  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10  For   more   detailed   information   about   the   events   of   the   war,   see   Boyce,   Falklands   War;  
Freedman,  Official   History   II;   Dodds,  Pink   Ice;  Margaret   Thatcher,  The  Downing   Street   Years  
(London:  HarperCollins  Publishers  Ltd.,   2010).  For   further  works,   consult   the  bibliography.  
Because  this  thesis  focuses  on  Britishness,  I  will  confine  this  account  to  the  British  side  of  the  
story.  For  an  account  of   the  Argentine   side,   see  Yofre,  1982;  Andrew  Graham-­‐‑Yooll,  Buenos  
Aires,  Otoño   1982:   La  Guerra   de  Malvinas   según   las  Crónicas   de   un  Corresponsal   Inglés   (Buenos  
Aires:   Marea,   2007);  Guerra   de   las  Malvinas   y   del   Atlántico   Sur:   Partes   Oficiales   Comparativos  
(Buenos   Aires:   Catálogos,   1983);   Martin   Middlebrook,   Argentine   Fight   for   the   Falklands  
(Barnsley:   Pen   &   Sword   Military,   2009);   Jimmy   Burns,   The   Land   That   Lost   Its   Heroes:   How  
Argentina   Lost   the   Falklands  War,   2nd   ed.   (London:   Bloomsbury,   2002);   Lawrence   Freedman  
and  Virginia  Gamba-­‐‑Stonehouse,  Signals  of  War:  The  Falklands  Conflict  of  1982  (London:  Faber  
and   Faber,   1990);   Virginia   Gamba-­‐‑Stonehouse,   El   Peón   de   la   Reina   (Buenos   Aires:   Editorial  
Sudamericana,  1984);  Vicente  Palermo,  Sal  en  las  Heridas:  Las  Malvinas  en  la  Cultura  Argentina  
Contemporánea  (Buenos  Aires:  Sudamericana,  2007);  Julio  Cardoso,  ed.,  Malvinas  en  la  Historia:  
Una   Perspectiva   Suramericana   (Lanús,   Provincia   de   Buenos   Aires:   EDUNLA   Cooperativa,  
2011);  Oscar   Raúl   Cardoso,   Ricardo  Kirschbaum,   and   Eduardo   van   der  Kooy,  Malvinas:   La  
Trama  Secreta,  2nd  ed.  (Buenos  Aires:  Sudamericana,  2012).  
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incorporated  into  a  plan  for  the  invasion  of  the  Malvinas.11  The  British  protested  and  
requested  that  Davidoff  seek  permission  for  landing  and  that  his  team  lower  the  flag,  
while  simultaneously  ordering  HMS  Endurance  to  Grytviken.  On  23  March  the  Bahía  
Buen  Suceso   left,  but  some  of   the  merchants  stayed  behind.  Two  days   later,  another  
ship,   the  Bahía  Paraíso,   landed  Argentine  marines   on   South  Georgia.   Believing   that  
Britain   would   now   reinforce   the   South   Atlantic   Islands,   the   Junta   decided   on   26  
March   to   bring   forward   their   invasion   plans,   codenamed  Operación  Rosario,   finally  
settling  on  2  April.12    
On  the  evening  of  31  March,  reports  of  a  likely  invasion  reached  Whitehall.  Despite  a  
generalised   belief   that   the   Islands   could   not   be   recovered,   First   Sea   Lord   Henry  
Leach  managed  to  convince  Mrs  Thatcher  that  he  would  be  able  to  assemble  a  Task  
Force  within  days,  which  would  reach  the  Falklands  three  weeks  later.  Reassured  by  
this,   the  Prime  Minister  managed  to  secure  Cabinet  support  for  this  mission.   In  the  
afternoon  of   2  April,   after   an   initial   delay  due   to   a   breakdown  of   communications  
with   Stanley,   HMS   Endurance   relayed   information   back   to   the   UK   about   the  
Argentine   invasion.   The   Falkland   Islands  were   now   in  Argentine   hands.   ‘This   has  
been  a  humiliating  day’,  signed  off  Nick  Barker,  the  captain  on  board  the  British  ice  
patrol.13  London   immediately   set   out   to   garner   international   support.   The   British  
Ambassador   to   the  UN,   Sir  Anthony   Parsons,   tabled   a   resolution   condemning   the  
Argentine  invasion  of  the  Islands.  Resolution  502  was  passed  by  the  Security  Council  
the  following  day,  requiring  a  withdrawal  of  Argentine  forces  from  the  Islands,  and  
calling   Argentina   and   Britain   to   negotiate   a   peaceful   settlement.   Also   on   3   April,  
Argentina  took  over  South  Georgia.  The  United  States,  meanwhile,  torn  between  its  
special   relationship   with   the   UK   and   its   desire   to   keep   good   relations   with   Latin  
America,  would  remain  neutral  and  simply  offer  mediation,  led  by  Secretary  of  State  
General   Alexander   Haig.14  His   shuttle   diplomacy   mission   began   on   7   April   and  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11  Yofre,  1982,  loc.  2677–875.  
12  31  March  had  been   considered,   but  bad  weather  prevented   the   invasion   from  happening  
before  2  April.  
13  TNA  FCO  7/4490,  HMS  Endurance  to  CINCFLEET,  2  April  1982,  fo.  35.  
14  Argentina   had   been   a   key   ally   in   fighting   communism   in   Central   America,   and  General  
Galtieri  was  well  regarded  in  the  Reagan  Administration.  After  meeting  him  in  1981  (before  
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involved   several   visits   to   both   countries.  While   his   early   proposals  were   lofty   but  
ultimately  unacceptable  to  both  countries,  later  ones  accommodated  Britain  more  so  
than  Argentina,  which  would  not  settle   for  anything   less   than  sovereignty  over   the  
Islands.    
Meanwhile,   Britain   declared   a   200-­‐‑mile   maritime   exclusion   zone   in   the   South  
Atlantic  on  12  April  and,  less  than  a  fortnight  later,  on  25  April,   the  UK  Task  Force  
and   Destroyer   groups   retook   South   Georgia.   This   was   the   first   event   that   gave   a  
boost   of   confidence   to   many   in   Britain,   while   increasing   the   fears   of   others,   who  
worried   at   the   likelihood   of   escalation.   That   very   day,   in   fact,   hundreds   of   people  
marched   down  Whitehall,   protesting   against   the   war.   On   26   April,   Mrs   Thatcher  
pronounced  words  that  would  be  forever  associated  with  the  Falklands  War.  As  the  
Prime  Minister   announced   the   British   victory  with   her  Defence  Minister,   reporters  
outside   10  Downing  Street  pressed   for  more   information.   ‘Just   rejoice   at   that  news  
and  congratulate  our  forces  and  the  marines’,  intervened  Thatcher.  Unsatisfied  with  
this  answer,  a   journalist  asked   the  Prime  Minister,  as  she  walked  back   towards   the  
door,  whether  Britain  was  going  to  war  with  Argentina.  Pausing,  the  Prime  Minister  
replied  with  just  one  word:  ‘Rejoice’.15  Some  interpreted  this  statement  as  a  call  to  be  
joyful  at  the  escalation  of  violence,  but  Thatcher  later  discredited  that  interpretation  
of  her  words.16  Regardless,  hostilities  did  intensify  in  the  weeks  that  followed  South  
Georgia.   Haig’s   mediation   efforts   reached   a   new   low   as   a   proposal   acceptable   to  
London   was   rejected   by   Argentina   on   27   April.   The   following   day,   the   British  
government  announced  a  Total  Exclusion  Zone,  due  to  come  into  effect  on  30  April—
by  which  time  the  United  States  openly  declared  its  support  for  Britain  and  imposed  
economic  sanctions  on  Argentina.    
The  events  of  early  May  dramatically  changed  the   tempo  of   the  conflict,  and  had  a  
remarkable  influence  on  how  people  perceived  the  whole  affair.  The  first  week  of  the  
month   saw   a   massive   escalation,   beginning   with   the   UK   Vulcan   air   raids   over  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Galtieri   became   President),   Richard   Allen,   National   Security   advisor   to   Reagan,   described  
him  as  a  ‘man  of  a  majestic  personality’.  Yofre,  1982,  loc.  596.  
15  THCR,  BBC  Radio  News  Report,  26  April  1982.  
16  Thatcher,  Downing  Street  Years,  loc.  3931–36.  
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Stanley  airport  on  1  May,  aimed  at  upsetting  Argentine   landing  capabilities  on   the  
Islands.  On  2  May,  HMS  Conqueror,  which  had  been  shadowing  the  Argentine  cruiser  
ARA  General  Belgrano,  fired  two  missiles  at  it,  causing  the  deaths  of  over  300  sailors  
and  the  sinking  of  the  ship.  The  Belgrano  was  outside  the  Total  Exclusion  Zone  at  the  
time,  and  sailing  away   from   it.  However,  Admiral  Woodward  had   judged   that   the  
cruiser  posed  a   threat   to   the  British   fleet,   and   therefore  ordered  Conqueror   to   fire—
changing   the  Rules  of  Engagement  without  prior  approval   from  the  War  Cabinet.17  
In   retaliation   for   this   attack,   an  Argentine  missile  hit  HMS  Sheffield   two  days   later,  
causing  it  to  sink  slowly.  Given  the  worrying  developments  in  the  South  Atlantic,  the  
United   Nations   formally   entered   the   negotiations,   after   a   Peruvian   proposal   was  
rejected.   The   week   that   followed   featured   open   combat   between   British   and  
Argentine  forces,  prompting  the  Junta  to  declare  the  South  Atlantic  a  ‘war  zone’  on  
11  May.  Negotiations  at  the  UN  continued,  while  the  British  Task  Force  prepared  for  
a  beachhead  landing  in  San  Carlos—approved  by  the  War  Cabinet  on  19  May.    
The   landing   proceeded   successfully   on   21   May,   though   not   without   difficulties.  
Among  the  British  casualties  was  the  warship  Ardent,  while  Argonaut  was  seriously  
damaged.   Argentina   had   sustained   several   losses   as   well,   including   more   than   a  
quarter   of   the   aircraft   sent   to   attack   the   landing   force.  The   intense   fighting  would  
continue  during   the   subsequent  days,  with  many   casualties   on   both   the  Argentine  
and   the   British   sides.   On   25   May,   Britain   suffered   the   loss   of   HMS  Coventry   and  
Atlantic  Conveyor.  The  final  days  of  May  witnessed  some  key  battles,  such  as  Darwin  
and  Goose  Green,  on  28–29  May—a  very  symbolic  victory  for  the  British  forces  and  a  
confidence  booster   in   the  UK.  The  death  of  Colonel   ‘H’   Jones,   as  he   led  his   troops  
from   the   front,   became   legendary,   but   it   was   the   achievement   of   a   crucial   victory  
against   all   odds   that   played   the   biggest   role:   the   British,   in   fact,   had   been   vastly  
outnumbered.  Over  the  following  days,  they  marched  on  foot  towards  Douglas  and  
Teal  Inlet,  and  approached  Stanley.    
The  belligerent  parties,  meanwhile,  debated  new  proposals  in  early  June.  Argentina  
announced   that   it  was  prepared   to  accept  a  UN   trusteeship  of   the  Falklands,  but  a  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17  cf.  Boyce,  Falklands  War,  100–04.  
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ceasefire   resolution  was  vetoed  by   the  UK  and   the  US  on  5   June   (even   though   the  
latter  attempted  to  withdraw  the  veto  immediately).  The  following  day,  hundreds  of  
thousands  gathered  for  a  Campaign  for  Nuclear  Disarmament  (CND)  rally  at  Hyde  
Park   in   London—which   was   turned   into   a   platform   to   denounce   the   Falklands  
conflict.  Back  in  the  South  Atlantic,  further  attacks  on  8  June,  particularly  on  HMS  Sir  
Tristram  and  Sir  Galahad,  dealt  severe  blows  to  the  British.  Three  days  later  the  Battle  
for   Stanley   began   on   the   mountains   encircling   the   town:   3   Para   assaulted   Mt  
Longdon,  while  45  Commando  took  Two  Sisters  and  42  Commando,  Mt  Harriet.  On  
13   June,  2  Para   took  Wireless  Ridge,  while   the  Scots  Guards   took  Mt  Tumbledown  
and  the  Gurkhas  took  Mt  William.  Fierce  fighting  continued  well  into  14  June,  until  a  
ceasefire   was   finally   declared   in   the   afternoon.   That   very   night,   General   Mario  
Benjamín  Menéndez,   Argentine   Governor   of   the   Islands,   signed   the   instrument   of  
surrender.  Six  days  later,  the  South  Atlantic  Islands  were  repossessed  by  the  United  
Kingdom.  Though  only   lasting  74  days,   the  Falklands  War  was  a  bloody  affair:   the  
conflict   claimed   the   lives   of   255   British   servicemen,   over   650   Argentines   and   3  
Falkland   Islanders—all   killed  by   friendly   fire—not   to  mention   the  many  who   took  
their   own   lives   in   the   aftermath   of   the   conflict,   victims   of   post-­‐‑traumatic   stress  
disorder.  
‘British  in  blood  and  bone’:  the  Falklands  through  a  British  world  lens  
No   sooner   had   Argentina   invaded   the   archipelago   than   letters   of   support   from  
sympathisers   started   filling  up   the   letterbox  at   the  Falkland   Islands  Office   (FIO)   in  
London.18  The   well-­‐‑wishers   mainly   hailed   from   the   UK,   but   also   Europe,   North  
America  and  even  Australasia.19  Among  the  many  brief  messages  and  donations,  an  
original  poem  (admittedly,  of  negligible   literary  value)  encapsulated   the   feelings  of  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18  Founded  by  William  Hunter  Christie  in  1977,  the  FIO  ‘served  as  an  information  centre  and  
point  of  contact  for  “interested  parties”  to  campaign  for  various  initiatives:  implementation  of  
the  Shackleton  report,  investment  from  British  fishery  and  oil  firms  in  the  South  Atlantic,  as  
well  as  the  islanders’  right  to  remain  British’.  Donaghy,  British  Government,  149.    
19  The   FIO  was   located   at   the   same   address   as   the   Falkland   Islands  Association   (FIA),   and  
both  were  closely  associated  with  the  Falklands  lobby.  
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many.  It  was  unoriginally  entitled  ‘The  Invasion  of  the  Falklands’,  and  was  signed  ‘P.  
Carroll’.  The  first  stanza  read:    
Ask  the  people  there  and  they  will  declare  
They  are  British  through  and  through;  
Though  they  have  not  seen  our  land  or  Queen,  
They  remain  forever  true.20  
Taken  out  of   context,   this  poem  could  have  been  written  anytime  between   the   late  
nineteenth  and  mid-­‐‑twentieth  centuries,  for  it  evoked  the  essence  of  Greater  Britain.  
The   Islanders’   shared  history   and   ancestry  with  Britons   the  world   over,   as  well   as  
their   common   virtues   and   traditions,   bound   them   all   together,   in   spite   of   the   vast  
distances   separating   them   from   the  UK.   That   somebody   (and   he  was   not   alone   in  
this)   could   express   those   ideas   decades   after   the   dissolution   of   empire   says  much  
about  the  lingering  allure  of  this  worldview.  As  epitomised  in  this  poem,  the  conflict  
was   often   framed   in   a   Greater   British   light,   underscoring   the   Falkland   Islanders’  
loyalty   and   their   ties   of   ‘kith   and   kin’  with   the  UK.   This  was   by   no  means   a   new  
emphasis.   As   we   have   seen,   the   Falklands   lobby   had   long   been   intent   on   raising  
awareness  of  the  Islanders’  family  and  blood  links  with  Britain,  and  this  message  had  
resonated   in   parts   of   the   British   media   establishment   and   among   their   staunch  
supporters   in  Westminster.   The  difference   now  was   that   this  way   of   depicting   the  
Islanders   was   embraced   far   more   widely   than   ever   before—perhaps   because,  
overnight,  the  Falklanders  had  become  victims  of  aggression,  at  least  in  British  eyes.    
This  view  permeated  many  different  segments  of  British  political  culture,  spanning  
widely   divergent   political   viewpoints.   One   very   prominent   arena   where   this  
conception  was  voiced  was   in  Westminster   itself.  From  the  very  dawn  of   the  crisis,  
this  Greater  British  perspective  was  laid  out  by  a  number  of  MPs  and  Lords—one  of  
the  first  instances  being,  on  the  day  of  the  invasion,  when  the  Conservative  member  
for  Tynemouth,  Neville  Trotter,   pleaded  on  behalf   of   the   Islanders,  who  were   ‘not  
just   British   by   law’,   but   also   ‘in   fact,   in   nature   and   in   every   tradition’.21  The  Prime  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20  IWM  Documents.3011/76/1154,  P.  Carroll  to  FIO,  10  May  1982.  
21  Parliamentary  Debates,  Lords,  21  April  1982,  Vol.  429,  col.  576.  
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Minister  set  forth  a  similar  view  the  following  day,  asserting  that  the  Islanders  must  
be   defended   because   they   were   ‘British   in   stock   and   tradition’. 22   The   staunch  
Conservative   Sir   Bernard   Braine—a   stalwart   supporter   of   the   white   Rhodesian  
settlers  in  the  past,  and  of  Falkland  affairs  since  the  early  days  of  the  recent  dispute—
went  even  further:   ‘The  very  thought  that  our  people,  1,800  people  of  British  blood  
and  bone,  could  be  left  in  the  hands  of  such  criminals  is  enough  to  make  any  normal  
Englishman’s   blood—and   the   blood   of   Scotsmen   and   Welshmen—boil,   too’. 23  
Expressing  it   in  a  slightly  different  manner,  Michael  Foot,   leader  of  the  Opposition,  
joined   the   chorus:   there   was   ‘no   question   in   the   Falkland   Islands   of   any   colonial  
dependence  or  anything  of  the  sort’.  It  was  a  matter  of  free  association  with  Britain,  
which   the  UK  had  a   ‘moral  duty,  a  political  duty  and  every  other  kind  of  duty’   to  
guarantee.24  Foot  was  clearly  trying  to  distance  himself  from  any  neo-­‐‑colonial  stigma,  
yet  in  order  to  do  so  he  reached  for  the  Greater  British  concept—the  idea  that  Britain  
had   an   all-­‐‑encompassing   duty   towards   Britons   overseas. 25   Likewise,   when   the  
Conservative  MP  Edward  du  Cann  remarked  that   ‘the  defence  of  our  realm  begins  
wherever  British  people  are’,  he  showed  how,  despite  the  fact  that  the  defence  of  the  
realm   had   progressively   been   reduced   and   re-­‐‑oriented   towards   Europe   in   the  
decades   since  East  of   Suez,   older   sensibilities   rooted   in   the   imperial  past   evidently  
persisted.26  
One  particular  way  of  referring  to  the  Islanders  would  become  characteristic  during  
the   conflict,   namely,   allusions   to   ‘our   people’   or   ‘our   fellow   Britons’—more   often  
than   not   highlighting   their   ethnic   Britishness.   Lord   Shackleton   expressed   it   very  
clearly:  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  3  April  1982,  col.  634.  
23  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  3  April  1982,  col.  659.  
24  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  3  April  1982,  col.  638.  
25  This   attitude   can   be   compared   with   a   liberal   stance   on   the   Boer  War   at   the   turn   of   the  
twentieth   century,  whereby   to   ‘oppose   the  war   outright  was   to   court   the   charges   of   being  
unpatriotic  and  of  having  encouraged  enemies  overseas,  and  of  having  betrayed  the  British  
settlers  in  the  Transvaal  gold-­‐‑fields’.  Owen,  ‘Critics’,  191.  
26  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  3  April  1982,  col.  642.  
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It   is  not  known  by  many  people   just  how  British  are   the  Falkland  Islanders.  People  
will  say,  ‘They  are  Scottish’,  but  if  one  were  to  go  out  into  the  street  and  meet  them  
one  would  assume  they  might  be  Londoners  as  much  as  anyone  else.  They  are  totally  
British.27  
In  this  extraordinary  statement,  Shackleton  bizarrely  seemed  to  refer  to  Scottishness  
as   somehow   less   than   ‘totally   British’—perhaps   an   early   example   of   how   the  
Falklands  crisis  threw  up  questions  about  the  nature  of  British  identity.  Equally  clear  
was  Viscount  Massareene  and  Ferrard’s  assessment,  when  he  pronounced   that   ‘the  
islanders  are  by  blood  100  per  cent  British’.28  In  some  cases  this  was  accompanied  by  
an  evident  tinge  of  nostalgia  for  a  lost  empire,  as  can  be  gleaned  from  the  remarks  of  
Conservative  MP  Hal  Miller  on  14  April:    
as  one  who  had  the  privilege  of  working  in  the  Colonial  Service  for  13  years,  I  must  
say  that  I  have  a  deep  sense  of  outrage  at  the  violent  aggression  on  a  British  colony  
and  a  burning  sense  of  shame  that  we  were  unable  to  protect  and  do  our  duty  by  the  
inhabitants  and  the  British  citizens  of  that  territory.29    
Similar   views  were   voiced   in   the  media—arguably,   the   arena  where   the   ‘kith   and  
kin’   argument   came  most  prominently   to   the   fore.  Notable   in   this   regard  were   the  
Daily   Express—a   champion   of   the   Falklands’   cause   since   1968—the  Daily  Mail,   the  
Telegraph   and,   to   a   lesser   extent,   the   Times.   The   right-­‐‑wing   tabloid   Express,   for  
instance,  featured  on  its  3  April  front  page  a  large  photo  (from  1981)  of  Union  Jack–
waving   Falkland   Islanders,   under   the   headline,   ‘Our   loyal   subjects—We   MUST  
defend  them’.  The  article  argued  that  the  Islanders,  ‘who  are  wholly  British  in  origin,  
sentiment  and  loyalty’  ought  to  be  defended  ‘as  if  it  were  the  Isle  of  Wight  which  had  
been  invaded’.30  Such  sentiments  were  echoed  by  the  oft-­‐‑quoted  Times  editorial  from  
5   April,   which   stressed   that   the   Islanders   deserved   even   more   attention   than   the  
Poles  when  they  were  invaded  by  Hitler:  ‘The  Poles  were  Poles;  the  Falklanders  are  
our  people.  They  are  British  citizens.  The  Falkland  Islands  are  British  territory.  When  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
27  Parliamentary  Debates,  Lords,  3  April  1982,  Vol.  428,  col.  1583.  
28  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  14  April  1982,  col.  351.  
29  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  14  April  1982,  col.  1174.  
30  ‘Our  Loyal  Subjects—We  Must  Defend  Them’,  Daily  Express,  3  April  1982.  
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British   territory   is   invaded,   it   is  not   just   an   invasion  of  our   land,  but  of   our  whole  
spirit.  We  are  all  Falklanders  now’.31  Just  as  explicit  were   the  views  of   the   far-­‐‑right  
columnist  Peregrine  Worsthorne,  who  wrote  in  defence  of  the  Islanders  in  the  Sunday  
Telegraph:  
Popular  sentiment  also  matters,  and  popular  sentiment  does  give  a  fig  about  the  fate  
of  the  Falkland  Islanders,  as  it  also  cared  about  the  fate  of  the  white  Rhodesians  until  
brain-­‐‑washed   into  not  caring  by  a  decade  of  multi-­‐‑racialist  propaganda.   If  ordinary  
people  care,  then  Governments  also  have  to  care.  And  ordinary  people  do  care  about  
their  kith  and  kin.  Blood  is  thicker  than  water,  even  when  the  water  involved  is  8,000  
miles  of  ocean.32  
Kelpers  were   rather   infrequently   associated  with  white   Rhodesians,   due   to   all   the  
moral  baggage  this  entailed.  But  for  Worsthorne  the  ‘abandonment’  of  ‘kith  and  kin’  
in   the   South   Atlantic   was   the   product   of   the   same   process   of   post-­‐‑imperial  
‘brainwashing’   that   had   led   many   in   Britain   to   disavow   the   Britons   of   Rhodesia.  
Without  explicitly  mentioning  it  by  name,  Worsthorne  was  unambiguously  making  a  
potent  plea  on  behalf  of  the  idea  of  Greater  Britain.  
Further  evidence  of  this  worldview  can  be  found  among  letters  from  constituents  to  
their  MPs,  available   in   the  FCO  files,  where  many  citizens  expressed  their  views   in  
similar   terms.   The   Islanders’   history   and   ancestry   were   often   cited   as   a   defining  
characteristic   of   their   Britishness:   they   ‘have   been   associated   in   both  world  wars’,  
stated   one   constituent,   ‘with   British   naval   victories   and   Sir   Ernest   Shackleton  was  
buried   in   the   South   Georgia   Dependancy   [sic].   I   cannot   think   of   anything   more  
British   considering   it   is   populated  with  British   stock’.33  The   Islanders’   allegiance   to  
the   Crown  was   also   frequently   highlighted:   the  Kelpers  were   ‘Her  Majesty’s   loyal  
subjects’,   ‘British   people   and   intensely   loyal’. 34   A   further   recurring   theme  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
31  ‘We   Are   All   Falklanders   Now’,   Times,   5   April   1982.   As   we   shall   see   in   Chapter   4,   the  
memory  of  empire  often  became  melded  with  that  of  World  War  II;  yet  even  if  they  are  two  
distinct  traditions  in  some  respects,  it  is  often  difficult  to  disentangle  them.  
32  Peregrine  Worsthorne,  ‘But  the  People  Want  Gunboats’,  Sunday  Telegraph,  11  April  1982.  
33  TNA  FCO  7/4478,  B.C.  Laughton  to  Francis  Pym,  19  April  1982.  
34  For  example,  TNA  FCO  7/4476,  L.  Holford-­‐‑Stevens  to  John  Patten,  MP,  2  April  1982;  TNA  
FCO  7/4476,  F.A.  Fisher  to  Peter  Hordern,  MP,  5  April  1982.  
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(particularly   in   the   immediate   aftermath   of   the   Argentine   invasion)   was   Britain’s  
inability   to   defend   the   devoted   Falklanders:   ‘I   am   disgusted   that   a   Conservative  
Government   has   feebly   allowed   Argentina   to   take   over   a   British   colony—one  
inhabited  by  loyal  Britons’,  grumbled  one.35    
This  emphasis  on  loyalty,  moreover,  was  often  accompanied  by  a  listing  of  typically  
British  virtues.  As  the  Labour  Party’s  Lord  Molloy  put   it,   the  Islanders  were  a   ‘few  
thousand  loyal,  decent  people,  who  are  as  British  as  anyone  in  this  House,  and  who  
have   every   right   to   be   on   the   islands’.36  Tellingly,   crossbencher   Lord   Monson—
intentionally   or   no—fumbled   for   words   as   he   strove   to   describe   them:   ‘We—our  
people,   that   is;   the   Falklanders,   who   are   just   as   British   as   we   are,   decent,  
hardworking  people  who  have  never  harmed  anybody  in  their  lives—are  the  victims  
of   aggression’. 37   Without   using   Worsthorne’s   forthright   rhetoric,   this   way   of  
speaking  was   also   a  way   of  making   the   point   that   the   government   should   indeed  
‘give  a   fig  about   the  Falkland   Islanders’  precisely  because   they  were   ‘us’.  Far   from  
being   merely   isolated   cases,   these   ways   of   depicting   the   Islanders—as   ‘brave’,  
‘decent’,  ‘hard-­‐‑working’  ordinary  folk—became  archetypical  during  the  conflict.38    
Linked   to   this   was   another   recurring   metaphor,   which   expressed   even   more  
forcefully   the   closeness   between   the   people   of   Britain   and   that   of   the   Falklands:  
namely,   that   of   family   and  home.  Michael  Ancram,  Conservative  MP   for  Edinburgh  
South,  stated  this  categorically  in  a  debate  on  7  April,  arguing  that  the  Islanders  ‘are  
of  us’.  ‘I  realised  that  those  people  were  part  of  our  family’,  he  remarked,  and  since  
they   were   ‘prisoners   in   their   own   houses   and   their   property   and   land   have   been  
raped’,  it  was  natural  for  fellow  Britons  to  come  out  in  their  defence,  much  as  if  they  
were  defending  their  own  family.39  This  special  duty  to  defend  the  Falklanders  had  
clear  Greater  British  roots,  based  as  it  was  on  family  bonds.  The  Social  Democrat  Eric  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
35  TNA  FCO  7/4476,  Michael  Hugh-­‐‑Jones  to  MP,  2  April  1982.    
36  Parl.  Deb.,  Lords,  3  April  1982,  col.  1607.  
37  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  14  April  1982,  col.  361.  
38   For   example,   Parl.   Deb.,   Commons,   14   April   1982,   cols.   1158–59,   63,   64;   Parl.   Deb.,  
Commons,  29  April  1982,  Vol.  22,  col.  982.  
39  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  7  April  1982,  col.  1025.  
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Ogden,   known   for   his   active   support   for   and   involvement   in   the   Falkland   Islands  
Committee,   was   equally   assertive.40  ‘They   have   the   best   of   British   qualities   and  
characteristics’,   he   pronounced;   the   Kelpers   were   ‘bright,   intelligent   people’.   Far  
from  being  old-­‐‑fashioned  and  out  of  touch  with  the  UK,  they  ‘are  more  aware  of  the  
world   in  which   they   live   than   are  many   people   in   Liverpool,   Llandudno   or  many  
other  places  in  Britain’.  As  for  their  Britishness,  it  was  not  a  hangover  from  the  past,  
but  was  very  much  a  live  issue,  based  on  mutual  trust.  Recalling  a  personal  visit  to  
the  Islands  in  1981,  he  stated:    
They   took  us   into   their   islands  which,   let  us  not   forget,   is  a   land  almost   the   size  of  
Wales  with   a   proud   history   and   the   same   proud   independence.   They   took   us   into  
their  settlements,  homes,  hospitals,  schools,  churches,  shops  and  pubs  and  before  we  
had  been  there  for  many  days  they  took  us  into  their  confidence  and  their  hearts.41  
Ogden’s  words  portrayed  very  effectively  a  sense  of  family  and  home,  emphasising  
the  spiritual  proximity  of  the  Islanders,  despite  their  physical  remoteness.  Exploring  
this  theme  further,  Peregrine  Worsthorne  delved  into  the  depths  of  Britain’s  decision  
to  fight  for  the  Falklands:  ‘If  the  Falkland  Islanders  were  British  citizens  with  black  or  
brown  skins,  spoke  with  strange  accents  or  worshipped  different  gods’,  he  claimed,  
‘it  is  doubtful  whether  the  Royal  Navy  and  Marines  would  today  be  fighting  for  their  
liberation’.  This  was  no  criticism;  quite  the  contrary,  Worsthorne  believed  this  special  
regard   for  ethnic  Britons   to  be  praiseworthy.  Echoing  his   earlier  piece,  he  affirmed  
that  ‘blood  is  thicker  than  water;  even  oceans  of  water’.42  Following  the  same  line  of  
argument,   Conservative   MP   Alan   Clark   claimed   that   disloyalty   towards   the  
Islanders   would   be   far  more   serious   than   the   betrayal   of   the   Sudeten   Czechs,   the  
Ukrainian   Cossacks,   black   and   white   Rhodesians—and   even   the   hypothetical  
betrayal   of   Ulster   Protestants   in   the   future.   This   was   because   in   the   case   of   the  
Kelpers  there  were  material  as  well  as  moral  ‘imperatives’,  given  the  potential  riches  
of  the  area:    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
40  Ogden  was  a  member  of  the  UKFIC.  See  TNA  FCO  7/3981,  1981.  
41  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  7  April  1982,  col.  1031.  
42  Peregrine  Worsthorne,  ‘Blood  Is  Thicker  Than  Oceans’,  Sunday  Telegraph,  23  May  1982.  
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They  are  our  own  family  with  an  absolute  right  to  their  homesteads  and  their   land.  
We  know  in  this  House  that  there  were  reasons  of  State  for  those  other  betrayals,  as  
they  were  seen  at  the  time.  That  could  be  excused  or  argued  away,  but  these  people  
inhabit  an  area  of  tremendous  riches  and  potential  for  future  generations  of  our  own  
people.  Is  it  not  extraordinary,  and  fortunate,  that  the  moral  and  material  imperatives  
coexist?  What  possible  reason  can  there  be,  either  moral  or  material,  for  abandoning  
them?43  
In  this  exceptional  statement,  Clark  seemed  to  heave  a  sigh  of  relief  that  Britain  could  
now  finally  defend   ‘kith  and  kin’  abroad  with  a  clear  conscience,  precisely  because  
‘moral  and  material   imperatives’  had  been  realigned  in  the  Falklands.  This  claim  is  
particularly   significant   within   a   British   world   context,   since   the   concomitance  
between   sentiment   and   self-­‐‑interest   was   one   of   the   pillars   of   the   idea   of   Greater  
Britain.44  Clark  returned  to  this  theme  the  following  month  in  an  article  in  the  Sunday  
Express,   depicting   the   Falkland   Islanders   as   ‘ordinary,   peaceful   British   folk’   who  
lived   in  a   ‘cluster  of  neat  pink-­‐‑washed  houses,   indistinguishable   from  any  harbour  
village   on   the  west   coast   of   the   British   Isles’.   The   Kelpers  were   not   like   the  more  
morally  objectionable  communities  under  attack   in  other  parts  of   the  world—‘spies  
and   Government   officials,   like   the   United   States   hostages   in   Teheran,   or   golf-­‐‑club  
majors,  like  the  settlers  in  Rhodesia’.45  The  ordinariness  of  the  Falklanders,  as  it  were,  
underlined   the  moral   imperative  of   siding  with   them.  Another  opinion  piece,   from  
Michael  Frenchman  of   the  Times—a  firm  supporter  of   the   Islanders’   cause  over   the  
years—also   domesticated   the   Islands   for   a   UK   context.   Repeating   the   (by   now  
familiar)   refrain   that   the   Islanders  were   ‘more  British   than   the  British’,   Frenchman  
also   described   the   natural   environment   of   the   Falklands   as   something   familiar   to  
people  in  Britain:  the  climate  was  ‘not  as  bleak  and  miserable  as  many  believe’,  but  
rather   ‘unpredictable,   typically   British’;   and   Stanley   was   evocative   of   a  
quintessentially  British  village:   ‘with   its  clapperboard  and  gaily  painted  corrugated  
roofed  houses  it  is  rather  like  a  waterside  village  in  the  West  Country’.  Everything  in  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
43  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  7  April  1982,  col.  1037.  
44  See  Ward,  Australia.   Chapter   1,   ‘Sentiment   and   Self-­‐‑interest:   Australia'ʹs   Post-­‐‑War   Ties   to  
Britain’,  deals  with  this  theme  in  more  detail.  
45  Alan  Clark,  ‘At  Stake  This  Week:  The  Rebirth  of  British  Pride’,  Sunday  Express,  16  May  1982.  
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the  place  was  redolent  of  Britain  in  its  halcyon  days:  the  shops  looked  ‘as  if  out  of  the  
late  1920s;   the  Woodbine  signs;   the  double   flight  of   steps  up   to   the  West  Store;   the  
old   fire   station   in   a   dilapidated   garage;   the   Edwardian   pillar   boxes   and   fire  
hydrants’.46    
These  ways  of  depicting  the  Falklands,  unsurprisingly,  filtered  into  public  discourse.  
Some  clear  evidence  of  this  can  be  found  in  the  support   letters  sent  to  the  Falkland  
Islands   Association   and   the   Falkland   Islands   Office   in   London.   Though   only  
numbering   about   200,   they   provide   a   window   into   the   way   of   thinking   of   the  
Falklands’   supporters   in   the   United   Kingdom.   They   variously   referred   to   the  
Islanders  as  ‘our  kin’,  ‘our  brothers  and  sisters’,  and  also  ‘the  brave  patriotic  Falkland  
Island  people’.47  Their   homeland  was  described   as   ‘this   small   part   of   Britain’;   their  
plight,   a   battle   to   ‘remain   British   and   subjects   of   our   Queen’. 48   Particularly  
remarkable  was   a   letter   from  Ms   Elizabeth   Stacey,  which   spelt   out   this   view  with  
unusual  clarity,  rendering  explicitly  what  was  implicit   in  many  of  the  sources  cited  
here.  ‘Britishness  is  also  a  state  of  mind’,  she  stated;  ‘even  over  eight  thousand  miles  
your   Britishness   will   enhance   ours.   Your   loss   will   diminish   us’.49  Here,  Ms   Stacey  
revealed  assumptions  steeped  in  a  Greater  British  conception  of  national  identity:  in  
this  universe,  Britain,  deprived  of  the  Falklands,  was  somehow  less  British,  and—by  
implication—British   communities   scattered   around   the   world   were   not   merely  
ornamental  to  the  British  nation,  but  an  essential  component.  
Yet  arguably  the  most  salient  example  of  the  domestication  of  the  Falklands  was  the  
front  page  of  the  Mail  on  Sunday  following  the  San  Carlos  landing,  featuring  the  now-­‐‑
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
46  Michael  Frenchman,  ‘A  Bitter  Taste  Down  at  the  Mucky  Duck’,  Times,  5  April  1982.  
47   IWM   Documents.3011/76/1154,   David   and   Joan   Owen   to   FIO,   8   April   1982;   IWM  
Documents.3011/76/1154,   Anthony   Murray   to   FIO,   8   April   1982;   IWM  
Documents.3011/76/1154,  L.  Thompson  to  FIO,  14  April  1982.  
48   IWM   Documents.3011/76/1154,   Max   Hull   to   FIO,   7   April   1982;   IWM  
Documents.3011/76/1154,  Paul  Keaton  to  FIO,  7  April  1982.  
49  IWM  Documents.3011/76/1154,  Elizabeth  Stacey  to  FIO,  14  April  1982.  
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famous  photograph  of  a  British  paratrooper  being  offered  a  mug  of  tea  by  a  family  of  
Islanders.50  The  following  day,  the  Mail’s  editorial  probed  further:  
One  picture  tells  the  story  of  why  we  have  gone  to  war.  In  the  chill  winter  sunshine  
of  the  Falklands,  it  shows  a  British  soldier  drinking  a  mug  of  tea.  With  him  by  a  farm  
fence,   their   relieved   and   happy   faces   conveying   a  message   no   propagandist   could  
falsify,  are  a  family  of  islanders.  
It  was  not  merely  for  the  sake  of  sovereignty  or  to  combat  ‘armed  and  unprovoked  
aggression’   that   British   men   had   sacrificed   their   lives   and   limbs.   These   ‘valid  
principles’  could  not  explain  the  ever-­‐‑increasing  support  for  the  Task  Force.  Only  the  
photo   of   the   paratrooper   and   the   family   could   explain   the   ‘heart   of   the  matter’—
namely,   the  Islanders  and  their  relationship  with  Britain:   ‘they   look  to  us.  They  are  
our   people.   They   are   our   own.   That   is   the   cause’.51  This   bucolic   scene   did,   indeed,  
speak  volumes.  To  anyone   looking  at   it   in  Britain,   the   familiar   landscape  of   rolling  
green  hills,   the  picket   fence  and   the  smiling   family  of  chubby,   fair-­‐‑haired   Islanders  
could  easily  be  mistaken   for   rural  England.   It   transmitted  a  calmness   that  even   the  
presence   of   a   paratrooper   could   not   disturb.52  The  Mail   would   later   return   to   this  
theme,  after  the  recapture  of  Goose  Green,  which  it  labelled  as  ‘the  story  of  the  first  
day  of  liberation  of  a  small  British  village  8,000  miles  from  home’.53    
This   domestication   of   the   Islanders   was   amplified   by   the   frequently   deployed  
rhetorical  device  of   comparing   the  Falklands  with   islands  off   the   coast   of  Britain.54  
One   clear   example  of   this  was  a   statement   from  Eric  Ogden   in   the  Commons  on  7  
April:   ‘We   should   not   expect’,   he  warned,   ‘that   they  will   accept   anything   less   for  
themselves   than   we   would   accept   for   any   British   citizen   of   the   Isle   of   Wight,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
50  ‘Liberation   Day:   A   Welcoming   Mug   of   Tea   for   a   Paratroop   Sergeant   from   Delighted  
Islanders’,  Mail  on  Sunday,  23  May  1982.  
51  ‘For  They  Are  Our  People’,  Daily  Mail,  24  May  1982.  
52   See   Dodds,   Pink   Ice,   170–71;   Joel   Hebert,   ‘A   Post-­‐‑Imperial   Frontier?   Britishness,   the  
Falklands   War,   and   the   Memory   of   Settler   Colonialism’   (Unpublished   MA   Dissertation,  
University  of  North  Carolina,  2013),  16–18.  
53  ‘Surrender’,  Daily  Mail,  31  May  1982.  
54  IWM  Documents.3011/76/1154,   G.F.  Wicks   to   FIO,   26  May   1982;  Parl.   Deb.,   Commons,   7  
April  1982,  col.  1033;  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  14  April  1982,  col.  320.  
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Anglesey,  the  Western  Isles,  Orkney,  Jersey  or  Alderney,  the  Isle  of  Man  or  any  part  
of  the  British  territories  and  islands  of  the  United  Kingdom’.55  The  intended  effect  of  
all   these   images  was   clearly   to   help   people   in   Britain   perceive   the   imminence   and  
relevance  of  the  Islanders’  plight—ironically,  despite  the  questionable  ‘Britishness’  of  
most  of   these   islands.  The  regular   recourse   to   less  commendable  cases   (such  as   the  
white  Rhodesians),  or  the  emphasis  on  their  ordinariness  and  their  virtues,  served  to  
create   a   compelling   picture   of   a   defenceless   and   innocent   community   that   needed  
support.   And   it   is   indeed   the   case   that   the   Islanders   were   a   small,   defenceless  
community  under  attack   from  a  hostile  dictator.  But   the  point  here   is   to  stress   that  
they  were  not  just  any  defenceless  community.  The  Falklands,  though  a  world  apart,  
were  also  contiguous  to  Britain—even  part  and  parcel  of  it.    
One  key  consequence  of  this  was  that  distance  and  numbers  were  often  dismissed  as  
irrelevant.  Such  was  the  view  of  Richard  Luce,  junior  minister  for  Foreign  Affairs:  it  
mattered  not,  he  argued,   ‘whether   the   invasion   took  place  80  or  8,000  miles  away’,  
or,  indeed,  ‘whether  it  is  18,000  or  1,800  or  18  million  British  subjects  who  have  been  
invaded’.56  Tellingly,  this  view  transcended  the  Left–Right  divide.  For  example,  in  a  
letter  to  the  left-­‐‑wing  monthly  Tribune,  a  prominent  communist  argued  that  Britain,  
surely   no   longer   needing   to   atone   for   its   imperial   past,   should   intervene   in   the  
Falklands:   ‘certainly,   the   Falklands   are   next   to   a   distant   continent;   but   they   are   no  
less   British   for   all   that.   Would   we   stand   idly   by   if   Australia   or   Jamaica   or   New  
Zealand   or   Barbados   were   invaded?’,   she   wondered.57  Though   this   argument—
presumably—went   beyond   a   racial   definition   of   Britishness,   the   core   reason   for  
defending   the  Falklands  on   the  basis  of   their  Britishness  was   rooted   in   the  Greater  
British   imperative.   Such   logic  was   replicated   in   a   letter   to   the  Times,  which   asked:  
‘What  distance  do  we  need  to  cover  before  people  are  expendable  and  we  can  betray  
them  with  an  easy  mind?’58    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
55  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  7  April  1982,  col.  1031.  
56  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,   7  April   1982,   col.   979.  Luce,   like  Foreign  Minister  Lord  Carrington,  
resigned  only  a  few  days  after  the  Argentine  invasion.  
57  Nina  Fishman,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Tribune,  7  May  1982.  
58  P.N.G.  Gilbert,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Times,  4  May  1982.  
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Read   in   isolation,   these   statements   may   appear   eminently   logical   and  
understandable.  But  looked  at  within  the  historical  context  of  the  unravelling  of  the  
British  world,  it  seems  astonishing  that  these  views  still  held  sway  to  such  an  extent  
in   1982.   Indeed,   the   evidence   from   the  previous   two  decades   leaves   little   room   for  
doubt   that   Greater   Britain   was   an   idea   in   decline—if   not   entirely   obsolete.   The  
dissolution   of   the   bond   of   kinship   that   had  united  white   British   settlers   the  world  
over   since   the  end  of  empire,  by  1982  was  already  history.  Nowhere  had   this  been  
clearer   than   in   the   white   dominions,   where   painful   crises   of   belonging   had  
punctuated  their  parting  from  the  increasingly  remote  ‘mother  country’,  followed  by  
the  forging  of  new  national  myths  for  a  post-­‐‑imperial  world.  Even  the  Falklands,  as  
we  have  seen,  had  also  endured  a  long  period  where  they  were  constantly  reminded  
that  they  must  adapt  to  the  new  realities.  They  were  attached,  they  were  told,  to  an  
idea  of  Britain  that  no  longer  existed.  
What  are  we  to  make  of  this  seemingly  contradictory  trend  in  1982?  Of  course,  there  
were  many  other  themes  and  emphases  during  the  war.  But  this  angle  is  not  one  we  
can   afford   to   neglect   or  dismiss   as   ‘mere   rhetoric’.   The   fact   that   it  was   echoed  not  
only  in  political  speeches,  but  also  in  the  media  and  by  countless  individuals—both  
in   public   and   in   private—says   much   about   the   lingering   resonance   of   a   ‘British  
world’   conception.   This  worldview   could   only   be   deployed   by   politicians   and   the  
media  if  they  could  realistically  expect  a  positive  public  response  to  it.  That  it  became  
a   crucial  means  of   justifying  Britain’s   actions   in   the  South  Atlantic   is   further  proof  
that,  whatever  other  political  and  economic  forces  drove  Mrs  Thatcher  and  her  War  
Cabinet,  rhetoric  played  a  decisive  role  in  making  those  forces  effective.59  As  we  saw  
in  the  previous  chapter,  the  success  of  the  Falklands  lobby’s  rhetoric  had  had  a  very  
significant   impact   on  Britain’s   Falklands  policy  prior   to   the   conflict,   thwarting   any  
efforts   to   reach   a   settlement  with  Argentina.   The   fear   of   facing   stiff   parliamentary  
and   public   accusations   of   ‘betrayal’   and   ‘sell-­‐‑out’   arguably   conditioned   successive  
governments   in   the   language   they   used   to   explain   their   actions.   This   may   well  
explain  the  abiding  resonance  of  Greater  Britain   in  a  Falklands  context.  Yet   the  fact  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
59  See  Thomas  and  Toye,  ‘Rhetoric’.  
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that   in   many   other   respects   this   was   an   obsolete   notion   was   bound   to   stir  
controversy.  Opponents  of  this  view  did  not  take  long  to  make  themselves  heard.  
‘No  great  love  for  Britain’:  the  voices  of  dissent    
Indeed,   the   very   events   in   the   South   Atlantic   that   prompted   these   responses   also  
gave  rise  to  publicly  aired  divisions  and  triggered  fierce  opposition.  One  such  realm  
was   the  media,  where  views   that   ran   counter   to   the   imperatives   of  Greater  Britain  
were   often   articulated.   Greater   British   arguments   assumed   that   the   UK   would   be  
able  to  afford  to  defend  the  Islands  in  the  future.  This  view,  argued  Lord  Chalfont—
of  1968  fame  in  the  Falklands—in  the  Daily  Mail,   ‘was  [already]  an  anachronism’  in  
the   late   1960s   and   continued   to   be   the   case.60  Following   the   same   logic,   an   article  
from  CND-­‐‑supporter  E.P  Thompson  in  the  Times  concluded  that  the  Islanders  were  
‘too   few’   and   ‘too   far   away’.61  A   tongue-­‐‑in-­‐‑cheek   piece   on   the   front   page   of   the  
Financial  Times  derided  the  figure  of  ousted  Governor  Rex  Hunt,  whose  ‘moustache,  
feather  hat  and  maroon  taxi  appeared  to  set  him  back  in  the  days  of  the  Empire  for  
which  the  kelpers  [sic]  yearn’.  The  Falkland  Islanders,  ‘a  people  more  British  than  the  
British’,  were  depicted  as  ‘stocky  and  red  cheeked’,  combining  ‘the  characteristics  of  
the   Scottish   crofter   and   the   Norfolk   fen   people’.62  Here,   it   is   worth   noting,   being  
‘more  British  than  the  British’  seemed  to  set  the  Falklanders  apart  rather  than  bring  
them  closer   to  British   readers.  Most   telling  of  all  was  a  piece   in   the  New  Statesman,  
written  by  Graham  Creelman,  who  had  produced  a  documentary  on   the  Falklands  
the  previous  year.   It   is  particularly  noteworthy  because  of  how   the  author  directly  
attacked  the  main  tenets  of  the  Greater  British  view  of  the  Islands.  Arguing  that  the  
image   of   the   Islanders   in   the   UK   had   been   ‘filtered’   by   television,   he   set   out   to  
disabuse  them  of  their  mistaken  notions:  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
60  Alun  Chalfont,  ‘The  Way  Off  the  Tightrope’,  Daily  Mirror,  8  April  1982.  
61  E.P.   Thompson,   ‘Why   Neither   Side   Is  Worth   Backing’,   Times,   29   April   1982.   The   British  
historian   and   peace   campaigner   Edward   Palmer   Thompson   espoused   a   kind   of   ‘radical  
patriotism’—namely,   as   opposition   to   the   government   of   the   day.   See   E.P.   Thompson,  The  
Making   of   the   English   Working   Class   (New   York:   Vintage,   1963).   For   more   on   ‘radical  
patriotism’,  see  Chapter  6,  223–24.  
62  David  Tonge,  ‘The  Best  of  British’,  Financial  Times,  3  April  1982.  
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British  faces  and  British  accents  in  a  landscape  reassuringly  like  the  Western  Isles  of  
Scotland.   The   police   wear   ‘our’   uniforms.   A   little   piece   of   the   Old   Country  
accidentally   dropped   in   the   Southern   Ocean.   But   this   is   an   alien   place.   The  
Scottishness   of   the   landscape   is   the   briefest   of   first   impressions.   It   smells   different.  
The  ‘heather’   is  not  heather  but   ‘diddle  dee’,  a  South  Atlantic  heath  with  bright  red  
berries.  Circling  the  skies  are  turkey  vultures  and  striated  cara-­‐‑cara  of  the  Patagonian  
mainland.  
As   for   the  way  of   life  of   the  Falklanders,   it  was   ‘equally   foreign’:   the  Kelpers  were  
‘frontier   people   of   the   South   Atlantic’,   a   unique   phenomenon.   Their   Britishness,  
moreover,   was   no  more   than   ‘the   Britishness   of   a   blood-­‐‑line   and   a   passport’.   The  
Islanders,  he  pointed  out,    
have  no  great   love  or  understanding  of   the  condition  of  Britain   today.  They  do  not  
want   to   be   British   in   the   sense   of   assimilation.   Very   few   of   them   seem   to  want   to  
return  to  a  society  they  regard  as  having  gone  terribly  wrong  after  the  glowing  model  
of  the  war  years.  They  certainly  owe  no  loyalty  to  Britain.63  
Creelman   thus   flatly   contradicted   the   essence   of   the   Islanders’   claim:   while   they  
insisted  on  being  British   and   enjoying   a  British  way  of   life,   here  was   an   argument  
debunking  this  whole  notion.  Creelman’s  vision  of  a  British  identity  was  delineated  
by   legal   and   geographical   markers:   being   British,   from   this   viewpoint,   meant  
assimilation   and  a  desire   ‘to   return’   to   the  UK.  The   idea   that   it  might  be  based  on  
blood  and  traditions  seemed  completely  foreign  to  him.  Whether  he  was  unaware  of  
the   inherent   novelty   of   assessing   offshore   claims   to   Britishness   in   these   terms,   or  
whether  he  was  being  deliberately  provocative,  Creelman’s  perspective  underlined  
the  divergence  between  the  Falklands  and  the  United  Kingdom.  
Similar  concerns  were  raised  in  Westminster.  The  Labour  Party’s  Andrew  Faulds,  on  
the  eve  of  the  San  Carlos  landing,  asked:  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
63  Graham   Creelman,   ‘No   Great   Love   for   Britain’,   New   Statesman,   30   April   1982.   For   his  
documentary   on   the   Falklands,   see  More   British   Than   the   British,   Television   documentary,  
directed  by  Graham  Creelman  (London,  United  Kingdom:  Anglia  Television,  1981).  
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Why  should  we  be  so  terribly  sensitive  about  our  friends  the  Falklanders,  who  have  
Scottish  and  Welsh  blood,  when  in  every  geographic  and  historic  circumstance  they  
should   be   thought   of   as   having   much   more   dependence   on   their   relations   with  
Argentina  than  on  their  very  distant  relations  with  the  British  Isles?64  
Citing  other   cases  where   immigrants   adopted   the  nationality  of   their  new  country,  
Faulds   could   not   bring   himself   to   understand   the   Greater   British   logic   of   the  
Falklands.  As  we  shall  see  in  the  next  chapter,  Faulds  was  no  friend  of  the  Falklands.  
But  what  is  especially  relevant  here  is  that  his  difficulty  in  coming  to  terms  with  this  
way  of  thinking  is  a  further  indicator  of  the  obsolescence—in  many  quarters—of  an  
idea  that  had  posed  far  fewer  problems  in  the  heyday  of  empire.    
Among  letters  from  the  public,  it  is  worth  citing  one  message  to  an  MP  on  the  eve  of  
the  retake  of  South  Georgia,  in  which  the  author  gave  vent  to  his  disagreement:      
Britain  has  been  in  the  wrong  in  believing  that,  in  this  post-­‐‑colonial  era,  a  population  
of   under   two   thousand   people   (hardly   enough   to   populate   a   street   in   an   English  
town)  could  possibly  justify  its  claim  to  such  distant  islands.  …  The  Falklanders  have  
been   in   the   wrong   in   complacently   accepting   their   colonial   status   under   British  
protection,  rather  than  seeking  some  form  of  independence.65  
To  this  constituent,  the  logic  of  a  ‘British  world’  seemed  utterly  incomprehensible  in  
a  post-­‐‑imperial  context.  Views  like  these  emphasised  that  the  assumptions  on  which  
the  Falklands  link  with  the  UK  rested  were  deeply  contested,  and  did  not  warrant  a  
war  in  everyone’s  eyes.  
Finally,  one  very  powerful  argument  against  a  British  world  perspective  came  from  
the   so-­‐‑called   ‘Celtic   fringe’   of   the   United   Kingdom.   Going   beyond   the   Falklands  
issue,  this  line  of  reasoning  had  wider  implications  for  what  is  known  as  the  ‘British  
problem’.   One   especially   cogent   example   appeared   in   the   Guardian,   in   a   piece  
authored   by   left-­‐‑wing   Scottish   political   theorist   Tom  Nairn,   denouncing  Margaret  
Thatcher’s   claim   to   be   defending   the   Falklanders’   right   to   self-­‐‑determination   as   a  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
64  Parliamentary  Debates,  Commons,  20  May  1982,  Vol.  24,  col.  512.  
65  TNA  FCO  7/4479,  Ian  Hackett  to  Sir  George  Young,  MP,  24  April  1982.  
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myth.   His   chief   objection   was   the   government’s   duplicity,   since,   in   practice   they  
were  not  afforded  all  the  rights  of  British  citizens.  The  fact  that  the  government  had  
pushed  ahead  with  the  British  Nationality  Act  in  1981  without  granting  any  special  
rights  to  Falkland  Islanders  was  a  common  source  of  criticism,  given  that  the  Prime  
Minister   was   now   prepared   to   shed   blood   in   their   defence.   Constrained   by   her  
previous   actions,   explained   Nairn,   Mrs   Thatcher   now   had   to   resort   to   ‘a   racist  
definition  of  the  relationship:  these  staunch  Islanders  are  “of  pure  British  stock”  and  
(more  or  less)  indistinguishable  from  the  crowd  in  a  Carshalton  supermarket’—a  line  
of   argument   that   would   perpetuate   this   state   of   affairs,   since   ‘blood   is   so   much  
thicker  than  mere  geography  that  they  will  have  this  right  forever’.  The  duplicity  of  
this  claim,  moreover,  was  affirmed  in  that  the  argument  based  on  blood  ties  had  not  
been  applied   in  Ulster’s   case,  because  Britishness  had  been   shown  not   to  be  viable  
there.  Westminster,  he  concluded,  had  ‘refused  self-­‐‑rule  to  the  Scots,  who  voted  for  
it;   it   is   foisting   self-­‐‑rule   upon  Ulstermen,  who  have   always   indignantly   rejected   it;  
and  it  undertakes  a  19th  century  war  to  defend  free-­‐‑born  Britishness  eight  thousand  
miles   away’.   This   piece   showed   that   debating   Britishness   in   one   context   seemed  
inevitably  to  invite  wider  reflection  on  the  ‘four  nations’  dispute,  of  which  Nairn  was  
a  key  figure.66  This  issue,  indeed,  would  stir  very  divergent  views  within  the  ‘Celtic  
nationalities’  over  the  course  of  the  conflict.  As  one  perceptive  letter  to  the  editor  in  
Wales  put  it,  ‘what  has  happened  in  a  very  remote  and  small  group  of  islands  in  the  
South  Atlantic  may   have   set   off   an   earthquake   in   the   political   life   of   Britain,   from  
which  things  will  never  be  quite  the  same  again’.67    
  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
66  Tom   Nairn,   ‘Myth   Rules   in   Falklands’,   Guardian,   3   May   1982.   ‘Four   Nations’   history,  
emphasising   the   contingent   nature   of   the   British   state,   pays   attention   to   the   particular  
perspectives  from  England,  Scotland,  Wales  and  Ireland  in  British  history.  Some  key  works  in  
this   area   include   Michael   Hechter,   Internal   Colonialism:   The   Celtic   Fringe   in   British   National  
Development,  1536–1966  (Berkeley:  University  of  California  Press,  1975);  Tom  Nairn,  The  Break-­‐‑
up   of   Britain:   Crisis   and  Neo-­‐‑Nationalism   (London:  NLB,   1977);  Hugh   F.   Kearney,  The   British  
Isles:   A   History   of   Four   Nations   (Cambridge:   Cambridge   University   Press,   1989);   Raphael  
Samuel,   ‘British  Dimensions:   “Four  Nations  History”’,  History  Workshop   Journal   40,   (1995).   ;  
Frank  Welsh,  The  Four  Nations:  A  History  of  the  United  Kingdom  (New  Haven:  Yale  University  
Press,  2003).  
67  Michael  Byrne,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Western  Mail,  22  May  1982.    
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‘More  than  passing  interest’:  the  ‘Four  Nations'ʹ  and  the  Falklands  
Nairn’s  piece  was  but  one  example  of  the  views  emanating  from  Scotland.  Here,  the  
Falklands   crisis   indeed   became   a   bone   of   contention,   highlighting   the   existing  
disagreement  about  the  nature  of  Scottish  nationalism  and  its  awkward  relationship  
with  British  identity.  The  dilemma  over  the  Falklands,  in  fact,  was  quite  pronounced  
within   the  ranks  of   the  Scottish  National  Party   (SNP)   itself.  Still   licking   its  wounds  
from   the   referendum   on   devolution   in  March   1979   (where,   despite   earning   a   slim  
majority  of  ‘Yes’  votes,  the  Labour-­‐‑instigated  40  per  cent  of  the  electorate  benchmark  
had   ensured   a   narrow   defeat),   the   party   had   entered   a   protracted   period   of   soul-­‐‑
searching,  and  would  be  afflicted  by  poor  performance  at  the  polls  for  the  rest  of  the  
decade.  The  Falklands  posed  several  difficulties  for  the  party:  though  supportive  of  
the   idea   of   self-­‐‑determination,   the   SNP   was   careful   not   to   give   the   impression   of  
supporting  what   some   regarded  as  an  act  of   ‘English   imperialism’,  or  of  backing  a  
flagrant  act  of  aggression  from  a  right-­‐‑wing  Junta.68  Thus  the  party  took  a  cautiously  
‘neutral’   line,   not   siding   with   either   country,   while   stressing   the   rights   of   the  
Islanders.69    
At   an   unofficial   level,   however,   party   leaders   drew   the   connection   between   the  
Falklands  affair   and  Scottish   separatism  much  more   explicitly.  Donald  Stewart,   for  
instance,   bitterly   complained   that   Thatcher’s   statements   of   unflinching   support   for  
the   Islanders’   self-­‐‑determination   stuck   ‘in   the   thrapple   of   Scottish   Nationalists’.70  
Individual   party   members   also   made   their   voices   heard   on   this   matter.   Winifred  
Ewing,  a  figure  of  legend  among  nationalists,  censored  the  ‘beating  of  distant  drums  
and  British  Breasts  on  the  Falklands  issue’  at  an  EEC  parliamentary  session,  pointing  
out  that  ‘rarely  have  we  heard  our  British  brothers  prate  so  much  of  support  for  self  
determination’.71  Jim  Sillars,  Vice-­‐‑Chairman  of  Executive  Policy,  denounced  the  way  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
68  To  compound  the  matter,  Donald  Stewart  (SNP  President)  had  been  a  member  of  UKFIC.  
NLS  Acc.  10754/29,  Press  release,  3  May  1982.  
69  NLS  Acc.  11987/44,  Minutes  of  NEC  meeting,  9  April  1982.  
70  NLS  Acc.  10754/29,  Press  release.  
71  NLS  Acc.  11987/44,  Ewing:  oral  and  written  questions,  19  April  1982.   ‘Winnie’  Ewing  had  
won  the  1967  Hamilton  by-­‐‑election,  considered  a  watershed  moment  in  the  electoral  history  
of  the  SNP.  
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the  English   nation   seemed   to   ‘find   solace,   and   self-­‐‑delusion’   in   ‘constantly   beating  
Drake’s   drum   to   invoke   faded   glories’.72  And   the   left-­‐‑wing   nationalist  MP   Stephen  
Maxwell,   probably   one   of   the   most   outspoken   figures   on   this   matter,   was   highly  
critical  of  his  own  party’s   ‘no  “profile”’  stance  on  the  Falklands.73  He  railed  against  
‘Britain’s   colonialist   claim   to   the   Falklands’   as   ‘politically   untenable   in   the   last  
quarter   of   the   twentieth   century’.74  And   while   he   stressed   that   ‘the   right   of   self-­‐‑
determination  is  not  just  confined  to  the  Falkland  Islands’,  he  clarified  that  the  Scots’  
case  for   it  was  much  stronger:   there  could  be  no  fruitful  comparison  of   the  right  of  
self-­‐‑determination   of   Falkland   Islanders   ‘in   their   colonised   and   disputed   territory’  
and  that  of  Scots  ‘in  their  historic  and  undisputed  national  homeland’.75    
Some   popular   views   on   this   issue   can   be   evinced   from   the   letters   pages   of   the  
Scotsman,   a   conservative-­‐‑leaning   daily,  which   regularly   became   an   arena   for   fierce  
debates   over   the   SNP,   Scottish   nationalism,   English   imperialism   and   self-­‐‑
determination.   Stephen   Maxwell’s   contentious   statements   caused   considerable  
controversy,  with  some  SNP  supporters  disavowing  his  views,  and  others  endorsing  
his  belief  that  there  was  ‘a  geographical  aspect  to  the  concept  of  national  identity—
which   Scottish   Nationalists   of   all   people   can   ignore   at   their   peril’.76  Comparisons  
between   the   Falklands   and   Scotland   abounded.  Mention  was  made   of   the   Scottish  
roots  of  many  Falkland  Islanders,  but   the  most  common  topics  were  Westminster’s  
double   standards  on   self-­‐‑determination—often  alluding   to   the  much-­‐‑reviled  40  per  
cent  clause  that  had  derailed  Scottish  hopes  for  self-­‐‑government—and  controversial  
British  actions  in  Scottish  territory,  such  as  the  attempts  to  establish  nuclear  bases  in  
the   Western   Isles.77  Sometimes   these   criticisms   were   couched   in   imperial   terms,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
72  NLS  Acc.  10754/29,  Press  release.  
73  NLS  Acc.  11987/44,  Maxwell  paper  to  NEC  meeting,  14  May  1982.  
74  Stephen  Maxwell,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Scotsman,  7  April  1982.    
75  Maxwell,  Letter,  Scotsman,  7  April  1982;  NLS  Acc.  10754/29,  Press  release.  
76  Gavin  Kennedy,   Letter   to   the   editor,  Scotsman,   16  April   1982;   Ian  O.   Bayne,   Letter   to   the  
editor,  Scotsman,  21  April  1982.  
77  On  Falklands/Scotland  connections,  see  David  Grant,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Scotsman,  7  April  
1982.  Critical  letters  include  Kenneth  D.  Conway,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Scotsman,  10  April  1982;  
P.H.   Scott,   Letter   to   the   editor,   Scotsman,   14   April   1982;   Iain   R.M.   Cameron,   Letter   to   the  
editor,   Scotsman,   23  April   1982;  William  D.   Brown,   Letter   to   the   editor,   Scotsman,   27  April  
1982.  
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revealing  how  the  relationship  between  Scotland  and  Britain  was   implicitly  seen  as  
one   of   subjugation.   According   to   one   letter,   the   British  military   campaign  was   no  
more  than  ‘the  Task  Force  of  a  clapped-­‐‑out  imperialist  power  ludicrously  attempting  
to   revive   the   dubious   gun-­‐‑boat   glories   of   a   bygone   age’;   while   another   reader  
scornfully   labelled   it   ‘an  English   fantasy-­‐‑world  of  armadas  reminiscent  of  “glories”  
past’.78    
Needless  to  say,  there  were  many  in  Scotland  who  supported  the  Falklands  War.  The  
Scotsman   itself   took  a   sympathetic   line   in   favour  of   ‘liberating’   the   Islanders,   and  a  
number   of   letters   delved   into   the   relevance   of   Britishness   in   Scotland.   In   the  
immediate   aftermath   of   the   conflict,   one   reader,   observing   that   ‘no-­‐‑one   can   doubt  
that  the  British  lion  is  still  very  much  alive’,  concluded  that  ‘“God  Save  the  Queen”  
should  be  sung  without  shame  throughout  the  land’.79  An  even  stronger  pro-­‐‑British  
sentiment  was  voiced  by  a  ‘a  third  generation  Scot’:    
it   is   high   time   that   the   entire   population   of   Great   Britain   and   Northern   Ireland  
resurrected  their  united  sense  of  patriotism  and  ceased  this  ludicrous  nonsense  about  
whether  one   is  English,  Scottish,  Welsh  or   Irish—we  are  all  born  Britons  and  being  
British  is  all  that  matters  in  this  present  international  climate.80  
Here  was  an  explicitly  anti–‘Four  Nations’  argument:  the  Falklands  War  had  shown  
a  degree  of  patriotic  unity  behind  the  Union  Jack  not  witnessed  in  Britain  in  a  long  
time.  Yet  this  very  statement  also  exposed  the  frailty  of  this  sentiment  in  the  face  of  
internal   divisions   within   the   United   Kingdom.   Which   strand   of   opinion   had   the  
upper   hand   is   beside   the   point.   What   is   most   significant   here   is   that   the   conflict  
seemed   to   endorse   very   different   conceptions   of   national   identity,   bringing   to   the  
fore  the  ‘the  British  problem’.    
Even   more   striking   than   the   Scottish   case   was   the   way   the   conflict   in   the   South  
Atlantic   came   to   be   construed   in  Northern   Ireland   as   a   paradigm   of   the   uncertain  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
78  Bayne,  Letter,  Scotsman,  21  April  1982;  R.  Mulholland,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Scotsman,  12  May  
1982.  Along   similar   lines,   references   to   the   nineteenth   century  were   not   rare:   Tam  Dalyell,  
Letter  to  the  editor,  Scotsman,  12  April  1982.  
79  M.J.  McCullough,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Scotsman,  18  June  1982.  
80  T.A.  Malone,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Scotsman,  16  June  1982.  
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future   of   the   Province.   Blighted   since   the   late   1960s   by   a   drawn   out   and   bitter  
paramilitary  conflict  between  unionists/loyalists  (largely  Protestant  and  in  favour  of  
remaining  in  the  United  Kingdom)  and  nationalists/republicans  (mostly  Catholic  and  
advocating   a   united   Ireland),   Ulster   was   suffused   with   a   siege   mentality   on   both  
sides   of   the   community   divide,   and   mutual   suspicions   ran   high.81  Unsuccessful  
efforts   at   a   ‘peace   process’,   moreover,   had   failed   to   arrest   the   daily   attacks   by  
extremists  on  both  sides,  and  attempts  at   introducing   ‘power-­‐‑sharing’  and  an   ‘Irish  
dimension’   as   a   way   of   ending   the   ‘Troubles’   during   the   1970s   had   infuriated  
loyalists,  leading  them  to  adopt  increasingly  entrenched  positions.    
In   this   context,   the   events   in   the   Falkland   Islands   acquired   a   special   relevance   for  
both  factions.  An  official  minute  to  Jim  Prior,  Secretary  of  State  for  Northern  Ireland,  
described   it   succinctly:   ‘the   Falklands   affair   has   also   taken   on   a   local   significance,  
especially   to   unionists,   as   a   test   of   the   British   Government’s   commitment   to   the  
principle   of   self-­‐‑determination   for   the   islanders   and   the   protection   of   their  
Britishness   from   an   aggressive   neighbour’.   For   many   nationalists,   the   Argentine  
invasion  was  a  cause  for  rejoicing,  with  the  more  extreme  republicans  provocatively  
celebrating  the  event,  glad  to  see  ‘a  considerable  humiliation  for  the  “Brits”’.  In  fact,  
it  was  reported  that   ‘Viva  Argentina’  graffiti  now  decorated  the  walls  of  nationalist  
West   Belfast.   The   more   moderate   members   of   the   community,   however,   saw   no  
reason   for   celebration:   they   were   rather   upset   that   British   attention   was   being  
diverted  to  ‘a  less  important  problem  far  away’.82  With  Britain’s  attention  turning  to  
the   other   side   of   the  world,   a   sense   of   expectancy   permeated   the   Province.   In   the  
words   of   a   unionist   magazine,   ‘the   people   of   Ulster   will   watch   with   more   than  
passing  interest!’83  
In   this   regard,   one   particular   event   at   the   very   start   of   the   conflict   exacerbated  
unionist   concerns.   On   5   April   1982,   Jim   Prior   announced   a   plan   for   a   ‘rolling  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
81  Unionists  and  nationalists  were  generally  more  moderate,  while   loyalists  and  republicans  
tended  to  hold  much  more  extreme  stances  and  support  the  ‘armed  struggle’.  
82  PRONI  CENT/1/11/24,  Blatherwick  to  Secretary  of  State  NI,  16  April  1982.  
83  PRONI   D3794/1,   Official   Ulster   Unionist   Party   (OUUP),   Unionist   ’82—the   party   of   the  
eighties,  May  1982.  
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devolution’  of  parliamentary  powers   (there  had  been  direct   rule   from  Westminster  
since   1972),  with   a   special   emphasis   on   bipartisanship.84  Anything   that   smacked  of  
cooperation  with  nationalists  or  republicans  was  repulsive  to  them,  but  perhaps  the  
timing  of   the  announcement  made   it  all   the  more  unpalatable.  Unionist  parties   lost  
no   time   in   using   the   Falklands   conflict   to   advance   their   own   cause,   with   the  
firebrand   leader  of   the  Democratic  Unionist  Party   (DUP),  Rev.   Ian  Paisley,  and   the  
leaders   of   the   United   and   Official   Ulster   Unionist   Parties   (UUUP   and   OUUP)  
condemning  Whitehall   for  not  defending   the   Islanders,   sharply  criticising   ‘Britain’s  
enthusiasm   for   foreign   adventure   with   the   cowardice   and   indifference   so   often  
displayed  in  Northern  Ireland’.85    
These   views  were   often   reflected   in   the   unionist   print  media,  where  many   lessons  
were   drawn   for   Ulster   from   the   affairs   of   the   South   Atlantic.   At   the   start   of   the  
conflict,  the  emphasis  was  on  taking  the  necessary  precautions  to  avoid  an  invasion  
from   their   southern   neighbours,   since   the   Foreign   Office’s   embarrassment   in   the  
Falklands   had   laid   bare   its   intentions   in   Ulster   too.86  The   Sunday   News   branded  
Whitehall  officials  ‘faceless  men’  and  ‘vipers  who  betray  their  community’,  while  an  
opinion   piece   in   the   more   moderate   Belfast   Telegraph   complained   that   ‘the  
motherland  seems  a  reluctant  protector,  not   that  anxious   to  defend  us   to   the   last’.87  
The  letters  pages  of  the  News  Letter,  a  staunchly  unionist  daily,  were  often  peppered  
with  comments  along   these   lines   in   the  early  weeks  of   the  war:   there  were  appeals  
for   Mrs   Thatcher   to   ‘apply   to   the   Province   the   standard   she   is   applying   in   the  
Falklands’,   as   well   as   broadsides   against   ‘Foreign   Office   mandarins   [who]   spend  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
84  More   information   on   Jim   Prior’s   ‘rolling   devolution’   plans   in   Eamonn   O’Kane,   Britain,  
Ireland  and  Northern  Ireland  since  1980:  The  Totality  of  Relationships  (Oxon:  Routledge,  2007),  30–
43.  
85  ‘The   Falklands   Lesson—by   Ian   Paisley’,   Belfast   Telegraph,   3   April   1982;   PRONI   D3794/1,  
Unionist  ’82—the  party  of  the  eighties;  ‘Falklands  Outcome  May  Have  “Bearing”  on  Ulster’,  
Sunday  News,  25  April  1982.  
86  ‘Day  of  Shame  for  UK’,  News  Letter,  3  April  1982;  ‘Danger  on  Our  Doorstep’,  News  Letter,  7  
April  1982;  ‘They  Must  Resign’,  News  Letter,  5  April  1982.  
87  John  Morrison,  ‘Who  Is  the  “Rock  Firm”  for  the  Union?’,  Sunday  News,  18  April  1982;  John  
Morrison,   ‘Vipers   Who   Betray   Their   Community’,   Sunday   News,   11   April   1982;   Sandra  
Chapman,  ‘Hanging  on  to  the  Falklands…’,  Belfast  Telegraph,  6  April  1982.  
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their  lives  plotting  good  riddance  (as  they  see  it)  to  overseas  “trouble  spots”’.88  This  
sometimes  became  entangled  with  a  degree  of  nostalgia  for  the  days  of  empire,  with  
not  infrequent  allusions  to  the  fate  of  other  Britons  around  the  globe  at  the  mercy  of  
the   Foreign   Office.89  In   sharp   contrast   to   the   nationalist   criticisms   of   British   neo-­‐‑
imperialism  in  the  South  Atlantic,  unionists  seemed  to   lament  the  perceived  British  
indifference  towards  their  kith  and  kin  in  other  parts  of  the  globe.  
As  the  fleet  approached  the  Falklands  and  a  more  triumphant  mood  pervaded  much  
of   the   United   Kingdom,   many   unionists   increasingly   felt   reassured   at   seeing   the  
‘nation  awake’.  The  News  Letter  editorialised  that  Ulster  should  be  comforted  ‘that  at  
last  the  nation  has  discarded  the  imbecilic  attitude  of  selling  itself  short  and  bending  
the   knee   to   any   who   waved   a   club   or   rattled   a   sabre’.90  Again,   readers   reflected  
similar   views   on   these   matters,   taking   solace   in   the   fact   that   the   defence   of  
Britishness   was   worthy   of   a   military   intervention.91  Later,   as   violence   escalated   in  
early  May,  Anglo-­‐‑Irish   relations  hit   rock  bottom,   as   the  Republic   of   Ireland   took   a  
neutral  stance  at  the  UN  Security  Council,  declaring  that  ‘Britain  themselves  are  very  
much  the  aggressors  now’.92  This  gave  unionists  further  ammunition  against  Dublin  
and   eased   their   fears   that   a   deal   would   be   struck   in   the   near   future.   Yet   many  
questions  remained  unanswered  for  unionists.  There  was  a  prevalent  sense  of  gross  
injustice   and   imbalance.   Unionists   were   baffled   at   the   efforts   of   the   British  
government   to   protect   ‘1,800   Britons   on   a   scraggy   island   8,000  miles   away’,  while  
Ulster—which   had   ‘an   even   closer   connection  with   Britain’—was   not   awarded   the  
same  treatment.93  Contemptuous  references  to  the  Islands  were  not  uncommon,  since  
the   special   treatment   they   received   seemed   to   reveal   a   degree   of   hypocrisy   in   the  
government’s  attitudes.    	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
88  Facts  not  fancy,  Letter  to  the  editor,  News  Letter,  13  April  1982;  Unionist,  Letter  to  the  editor,  
News  Letter,  13  April  1982.  
89  Rev.  Desmond  Mock,  Letter   to   the  editor,  News  Letter,   8   June  1982;  Unionist,  Letter,  News  
Letter,  13  April  1982.  
90  ‘The  Nation  Awake’,  News  Letter,   10  April   1982.   See   also   ‘Learning   the  Hard  Way’,  News  
Letter,  21  April  1982.  
91  Wm.  Malcolmson,  Letter  to  the  editor,  News  Letter,  16  April  1982.  
92  O’Kane,  Britain,  Ireland  and  Northern  Ireland,  27–30.  
93  Beryl  Holland,  Letter  to  the  editor,  News  Letter,  23  April  1982;  Also  British  citizen,  Letter  to  
the  editor,  News  Letter,  16  April  1982.  
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The  end  of  the  war  left  mixed  feelings  about  Britain  among  the  unionists,  and  even  if  
it  was   not   a   pivotal   event   in  Northern   Irish   affairs,   the  war  would   continue   to   be  
cited   in   subsequent   years   as   an   example   of   unionists   standing   by   their   ‘mother  
country’—particularly   as   the   Anglo-­‐‑Irish   Agreement   of   the   mid-­‐‑1980s   heightened  
fears  of  a  ‘sell-­‐‑out’.94  It  is  particularly  telling  that  the  Falklands  conflict  not  only  gave  
ammunition   to  nationalists   in   the   ‘Celtic  nations’,  but  also  antagonised  unionists   in  
Ulster.  Their  own  vision  of  a  Greater  British  link  was  challenged  by  the  unevenness  
of   Britain’s   treatment   of   Britons   in   contested   regions   of   the   world:   even   if   they  
sympathised  with   the   Falkland   Islanders’   plight,   there  was   a   tinge   of   bitterness   in  
their   reaction.   Indeed,   while   it   may   not   have   palpably   damaged   the   unionists’  
attachment   to   the   idea   of   Britain,   the   Falklands   conflict—in   generating   so   much  
discussion   about   Britishness—clearly   touched   a   raw   nerve   in   Northern   Ireland,  
amplifying  the  unionist  community’s  antagonism  towards  Whitehall.  
If  the  Falklands  War  sent  tremors  across  Scotland  and  Ulster,  the  seismic  qualities  of  
the   conflict   were   arguably   far  more   pronounced   in  Wales.   One  major   obstacle   for  
Welsh   people  was   their   special   connection  with   the   descendants   of  Welsh   settlers  
living   in   Patagonia.   Faced   with   the   prospect   of   armed   confrontation   between   the  
Welsh  of  Wales  and  those  of  Argentina,  Dafydd  Wigley  and  Dafydd  Elis  Thomas—
President   and   Vice-­‐‑President   of   Plaid   Cymru   respectively—wrote   to   Margaret  
Thatcher  outlining  this  dilemma  and  expressing  hope  ‘that   those  who  are  prepared  
to   use   arguments   about   “kith   and   kin”   in   their   own   contexts   will   be   able   to  
understand   the   validity   of   this   feeling’. 95   Of   course,   the   Welsh   settlement   in  
Patagonia,  as  we  shall  see,  somehow  symbolised  the  struggle  of  Welsh  nationalists  in  
Wales,  so  it  was  politically  expedient  for  Plaid  Cymru  to  plead  on  their  behalf.  This  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
94  See   for   example   a   leaflet   produced   against   the   Anglo-­‐‑Irish   Agreement   in   1986:   PRONI  
D1327/20/4/161,  Peter  Robinson,  Ulster—The  Prey,  1986.  
95  TNA  FCO  7/4477,  Dafydd  Wigley  and  Dafydd  Elis  Thomas  (Plaid  Cymru)  to  Thatcher,  28  
April  1982.  The  names  of  some  Argentine  soldiers  of  Welsh  descent  are  well  known,  such  as  
Milton  Rhys  and  Carlos  Eduardo  ap  Iwan.  See  Martin  Johnes,  Wales  since  1939   (Manchester:  
Manchester  University  Press,  2012),  300–01;  Ioan  Roberts,  Rhyfel  Ni:  Profiadau  Cymreig  O  Ddwy  
Ochr  Rhyfel  y  Falklands/Malvinas  1982  (Llanrwst:  Gwasg  Carreg  Gwalch,  2003).  
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dilemma  would  cause  a   fiery  debate   in   the  Welsh  public   forum  about   the   terms  of  
their  national  identity  over  the  74  days  of  the  conflict  and  beyond.96    
The  Welsh  settlement  in  Patagonia  harked  back  to  the  voyage  of  the  Mimosa  in  1865,  
when   a   group   of   165   Welsh   people—under   the   patronage   of   the   prominent   non-­‐‑
conformist   minister   Michael   D.   Jones—went   in   search   of   a   place   to   establish  
themselves  in  political  and  cultural  autonomy,  protecting  their  language  and  religion  
from  the  encroachment  of  England.  Overcoming  the  initial  difficulties  posed  by  the  
forbidding   and   arid   landscape,   the   pioneers   soon   established   themselves   in   a  
number   of   settlements   across  Patagonia,   attracting   about   3,000  more  Welsh  people  
over  the  ensuing  50  years.  In  spite  of  this,  however,  Y  Wladfa  (literally,  ‘The  Colony’)  
never   really   took   off   as   a   project—partly   due   to   pressures   from   Argentine  
governments   at   the   turn   of   the   century,   which   forced   them   to   adopt   Argentine  
citizenship,  do  military  service,   learn  Spanish,  and  also  populated   their  settlements  
with   Italian   and   Spanish   immigrants.   By   1982,   after   a   prolonged   period   of   slow  
decline,   the   community   was   estimated   at   20,000,   of   which   about   a   quarter   were  
Welsh-­‐‑speakers.  Many  preserved  Welsh  traditions,  and  some  continued  to  attend  the  
National  Eisteddfod  in  Wales  every  year.  Yet  on  the  Malvinas  issue,  their  allegiance  
seemed  to  be  firmly  with  the  Argentines.97    
Against   this  backdrop,  Britain’s  resolute  response  to   the  Argentine   invasion  caused  
some  consternation   in  Welsh  circles  about   the   fate  of   the  Patagonians,  prompting  a  
fresh  examination  of  Welsh  identity.  This  was  manifested  in  public  statements  made  
by  Welsh   institutions   (such   as   Plaid   Cymru,   the  Welsh-­‐‑Argentine   Society   and   the  
Urdd  youth  movement),  and  also  in  the  print  media,  which  gives  us  a  glimpse  of  the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
96  For  an  interesting  analysis  of  literary  reactions  to  the  Falklands  War  in  Wales,  see  Gerwyn  
Wiliams,   ‘Don’t  Mention  the  War?  Interpreting  and  Contextualizing  the  Falklands/Malvinas  
War’,   in  Wales  and  War:  Society,  Politics  and  Religion   in  the  Nineteenth  and  Twentieth  Centuries,  
ed.  Matthew  Cragoe  and  Chris  Williams  (Cardiff:  University  of  Wales  Press,  2007).  
97   ‘Patagonia   Welsh   May   Shun   Eisteddfod’,   Western   Mail,   6   May   1982.   More   detailed  
information   about  Y  Wladfa  can  be   found   in  Glyn  Williams,   ‘Neither  Welsh  nor  Argentine:  
The   Welsh   in   Patagonia’,   in   The   Land   That   England   Lost:   Argentina   and   Britain,   a   Special  
Relationship,   ed.   Alastair   Hennessy   and   John   King   (London:   The   British   Academic   Press,  
1992);  Glyn  Williams,  The  Desert  and  the  Dream:  A  Study  of  Welsh  Colonization  in  Chubut,  1865–
1915   (Cardiff:   University   of  Wales   Press,   1975);   Glyn  Williams,  The  Welsh   in   Patagonia:   The  
State  and  the  Ethnic  Community  (Cardiff:  University  of  Wales  Press,  1991).  
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spirited  discussions  that  took  place  in  Wales  during  the  war—particularly  prevalent  
in   the   opinion   and   letters   pages   of   the   English   and  Welsh-­‐‑language   newspapers.98  
Letters  in  defence  of  the  Welsh  of  Argentina  appeared  frequently,  arguing  that  it  was  
a  matter  of  ‘high  and  urgent  Welsh  interest’,  and  insisting  that  ‘we  in  Wales  should  
be   worrying   more   about   Patagonia   than   the   remote   Falkland   Islands’.99  For   one  
writer,   Y  Wladfa   constituted   a   paradigm   of   the   plight   of   the   Welsh   nation   in   the  
United  Kingdom.  Just  like  ‘Patagonia  [was]  a  survival’,  he  observed  in  a  letter  to  the  
largely   pro-­‐‑British   daily  Western  Mail,   ‘isn’t  Wales   too   something   of   a   miraculous  
survival,   also   an   anomaly   to   many?’   Though   ‘nagging   and   awkward’,   the   Welsh  
‘responsibility   to   the   Patagonians’   must   have   its   important   place   in   the   national  
interest.100  Using  stronger  words,  a  piece   in  Y  Cymro  argued  that   the   ‘founders  of  Y  
Wladfa  would  turn  in  their  graves’  at  the  sight  of  the  widespread  support  in  Britain  
(and  especially  in  Wales)  for  the  onward  march  of  British  nationalism.101  The  Welsh  
settlers’   voyage   to   salvage   their   language   and   culture   seemed   a   far   cry   from   the  
attitude   of   so   many   Welsh   people   who   backed   Britain   in   the   war.   This   was   an  
argument  evidently   rooted   in   the  duty   to  defend  kith  and  kin,  but—not  unlike   the  
Greater   British   case   for   protecting   the   Falklanders—it   was   not   merely   based   on  
sentiment:  it  was  also  opportune  for  Welsh  nationalists  to  highlight  their  differences  
with  Britain.  
This  view,  however,  was  far  from  uncontested,  highlighting  the  contingent  nature  of  
this   sentiment   of   kinship.   As   the   conflict   wore   on,   letters   piled   in   at   the   editors’  
desks,   dismissing   and   deriding   the   ‘special   relationship’,   and   asserting   instead  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
98  ‘Islanders  “Prepared  to  Stick  It  Out”’,  Western  Mail,  12  April  1982.  See  ‘Rhowch  y  Gorau  I'ʹr  
Ymladd’,  Y  Cymro,  18  May  1982;  ‘Apêl  Gan  Ieuenctid  Cymru—Gweithiwch  Dros  Heddwch’,  
Y   Cymro,   18   May   1982;   Ifano   Evans,   Letter   to   the   editor,   Y   Cymro,   6   April   1982.   I   am  
particularly  grateful  to  Gareth  Owen  for  his  assistance  with  Welsh-­‐‑language  sources.  
99  John  Leonard  Davies,  Letter   to   the   editor,  Western  Mail,   12  April   1982;  Laurence  D.   John,  
Letter  to  the  editor,  Western  Mail,  6  May  1982.  
100  J.L.  Davies,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Western  Mail,  20  May  1982.  This  language  was  much  in  the  
air  around   that   time,  maybe  best  expressed  by   the  historian  Gwyn  Alf  Williams:  Gwyn  Alf  
Williams,  The  Land  Remembers:  A  View  of  Wales   (London:   Faber   and  Faber,   1977);  Gwyn  Alf  
Williams,  The  Welsh  in  Their  History  (London:  Croom  Helm,  1982);  Gwyn  Alf  Williams,  When  
Was  Wales?  A  History  of  the  Welsh  (London:  Black  Raven  Press,  1985).  
101  Aled  Eirug,  ‘Byddai  Sylfaenwyr  Y  Wladfa  Yn  Troi  Yn  Eu  Beddau’,  Y  Cymro,  27  April  1982.  
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Wales’  loyalty  to  Britain.  One  reader  spurned  the  ‘Patagonian  connection’  as  a  ‘farce’,  
arguing   that   although   the   early   settlers   were   indeed   Welsh   and   some   of   their  
descendants   wanted   ‘to   perpetuate   the   links   with   Wales’,   a   dose   of   realism   was  
needed  in  the  circumstances:  the  Patagonians,  after  all,  were  ‘Argentinians  first  and  
foremost   and  Welsh  descendants   a   poor   second’.   But   even  more  damning  was   his  
claim  that  the  Welsh-­‐‑Argentines  had  become  ‘indoctrinated  in  the  Fascist  way  of  life  
that   is  Argentina   today’.   Should   they  dare  attend   the  1982  National  Eisteddfod,  he  
fulminated,  he  hoped  they  would  refrain  from  ‘expound[ing]  the  propaganda  of  that  
arch-­‐‑aggressor   Galtieri’.102  Moreover,   not   only   were   Wales’   links   with   Y   Wladfa  
snubbed,   but   the   Patagonians’   own  Welshness   was   seriously   called   into   question.  
Their  love  for  Wales,  claimed  one  letter,  
stretches   as   far   as   the   National   Eisteddfod   stage   for   an   annual   outing   where   they  
shed   their   crocodile   tears   carried   away   with   the   emotion   of   the   land   where   they  
would   not   live   if   they   were   offered   free   accommodation.   They   are   Argentinians  
taught  in  Spanish  and  hating  the  English,  or  as  I  prefer  to  call  them—British.103  
These  perspectives  even  extended  to  the  Welsh  Nation,  Plaid  Cymru’s  own  monthly  
publication.  One  reader  tagged  the  Patagonians  as  ‘dedicated  Argentinians  who  had  
almost  forgotten  the  motives  of   the  Founding  Fathers  of  Y  Wladfa’.104  Others,  while  
less   scathing   in   their   remarks,   still   showed   little   sympathy   towards   them:   after   all,  
they   were   not   ‘Welsh   exiles’,   but   rather   ‘Argentinians   with   Welsh   blood’   whose  
‘loyalty   must   be   to   Argentina   who   educates   and   governs   them’. 105   Thus   the  
Patagonians’   allegiance   to   Argentina   and   bilingualism   seemed   to   show   that   their  
Welshness   was   merely   ornamental,   since   it   did   not   ultimately   inform   their  
identification  on  deeper  issues.  
Of   course,   the   debate   in   Wales   went   far   beyond   the   issue   of   the   Patagonians.  
Fundamentally,  there  was  a  profound  disagreement  over  the  relevance  and  scope  of  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
102  Ken  J.  Thomas,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Western  Mail,  10  May  1982.  As  we  shall  see  in  Chapter  
5,  somewhat  similar  criticisms  were  levelled  against  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines.  
103  D.J.  Pritchard,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Western  Mail,  13  May  1982.    
104  Rhobert  ap  Steffan,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Welsh  Nation,  September  1982.  
105  Thelma  Jones,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Western  Mail,  11  May  1982.  
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British  national  identity  within  a  Welsh  context.  As  in  Scotland,  Welsh  nationalism,  
having  suffered  a  heavy  blow  during  the  referendum  on  St  David’s  Day  in  1979,  was  
undergoing  a  period  of  gloomy  introspection—though  in  the  Welsh  case  the  result  of  
the   plebiscite   had   been   far   more   decisive,   with   close   to   80   per   cent   of   the   ballots  
going   to   the   ‘No’   camp.   Welsh   was   in   decline   and   disputes   about   language  
requirements   in   public   jobs   frequently   surfaced.   In   this   setting,   the   Falklands  War  
presented  Welsh   nationalism,   and   Plaid  Cymru   in   particular,  with   an   opportunity  
for  revival.  Thus  after  an  initial  hesitation  to  issue  a  statement  on  the  conflict,  Plaid  
Cymru   quickly   came   out   in   condemnation   of   both   sides,   calling   for   a   negotiated  
settlement.106    
The  South  Atlantic  conflict  impelled  Welsh  nationalists  to  issue  frequent  accusations  
against   the   ‘hypocrisy   of  English   imperialists’,  who  behaved   ‘as   if   the  Empire  was  
still   in   its  heyday  and  the  world  was  coloured  pink’.107  They  were  condemned  as   ‘a  
bigoted  race  prone  to  creating  controversy’,  and  the  military  campaign  was  regarded  
as  an  effort  to  save  ‘Maggie  Thatcher’s  face’.108  One  reader  asked:  ‘why  should  we  in  
Wales  have  to  fight  for  English  imperialism  while  the  English  are  still  oppressing  us  
in  our  own  country?’109  Like  Scottish  nationalists,  many   in  Wales  often  emphasised  
the  blatant  double  standards  on  the  issue  of  the  self-­‐‑determination  of  the  Falklanders  
and   that   of   Welsh   people.110  But   what   especially   infuriated   some   people   was   that  
many  in  Wales  seemed  conditioned  ‘to  think  and  behave  subconsciously  in  a  certain  
way   and   that   in   Wales   is   overwhelmingly   British’.   One   reader   summed   up   this  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
106  NLW  B1451,  Wigley  to  G.  Evans,  6  April  1982;  NLW  B1451,  News  bulletin,  6  May  1982.  
107  Tim  Webb,   Letter   to   the   editor,  Western  Mail,   26  April   1982;  Huw  Phillips,   Letter   to   the  
editor,  Western  Mail,  19  April  1982;  Caerwyn  ap  Gwent,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Western  Mail,  13  
April  1982;  ap  Gwent,  Letter,  Western  Mail,  13  April  1982;  Hefin  Mathias,  Letter  to  the  editor,  
Western  Mail,  18  May  1982;  Glyn  Morris,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Western  Mail,  12  May  1982;  Ithel  
Davies,   Letter   to   the   editor,  Western  Mail,   18  May   1982.   These   views  were   also   echoed   by  
Dafydd   Wigley   at   a   Plaid   Cymru   party   conference   speech   in   October   1982:   NLW   G213,  
Wigley  conference  speech,  30  October  1982.  
108  ap  Gwent,  Letter,  Western  Mail,  13  April  1982;  Phillips,  Letter,  Western  Mail,  19  April  1982.  
See  also  ‘The  War  of  Maggie’s  Face’,  Welsh  Nation,  May  1982.  
109  John,  Letter,  Western  Mail,  6  May  1982.  
110  Ted  Spanswick,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Western  Mail,  27  May  1982.  Also  see  J.G.  Jenkins,  Letter  
to  the  editor,  Western  Mail,  11  May  1982;  Dafydd  Huws,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Western  Mail,  18  
May  1982.  
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sentiment   particularly   well:   ‘Why   are   the   Welsh   so   prepared   to   fight   for   such  
principles   in   the   far   corners   of   the   world   on   England’s   behalf’,   he   asked,   ‘yet  
reluctant  to  defend  their  own  culture  and  way  of  life  here  at  home?’111  
This   stance   also   came   in   for   stiff   opposition,   however.   Many   voices   were   heard  
stressing  that  Welshness  and  Britishness  were  not  only  compatible  but  also  mutually  
constitutive.  One  person  contended:  ‘we  in  Wales  do  not  fight  for  the  English.  …  We  
fight,   if  needs  be,   for  Britain  of  which  we  are  an  integral  part.  …  We  are  all  Welsh,  
and   as   such   just   as   British’.112  This   was   not   ‘merely   an   Englishman’s   problem’,  
insisted   another   one,   but   rather   an   event   of   alarming   worldwide   repercussions.113  
Similarly,   in  a   letter  reprimanding  ‘fanatical  Welshmen’,  another  reader  declared:   ‘I  
am   a  Welshman,   born   and   bred,   but   foremost   British   because   of   the   Britons   who  
sacrificed  their  lives  in  two  world  wars  so  that  people  can  blow  their  tops’.114  All  of  
these   disagreements,   deep   down,   show   widely   divergent   conceptions   of   national  
identity  in  Wales,  some  emphasising  blood  links,  some  a  common  history,  and  others  
legal  considerations.  Not  only  do  they  reveal  the  contingency  of  Britishness,  but  also  
of  Welshness  itself.  Moreover,  despite  the  seemingly  transient  nature  of  such  a  brief  
conflict  as   the  Falklands  War,  what   is  astonishing  is   that,   to  some  extent,   it  entered  
the   folklore   of   Welsh   nationalists:   indeed,   it   would   later   resurface   on   different  
occasions,  uncovering  the  abiding  nature  of  this  debate  over  national  identity.115  
The   contours   and   categories   of   inclusion   and   exclusion   of   Britishness   were   now  
being  openly  contested  in  all  corners  of  Britain.  The  conflict  had  unleashed  a  debate  
on   what   it   meant   to   be   British,   highlighting   the   strengths   and   weaknesses—the  
resilience  and  inherent  contradictions—of  British  national  identity.  It  had  called  into  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
111  ap  Steffan,  Letter,  Welsh  Nation,  September  1982.  
112  Pritchard,  Letter,  Western  Mail,  13  May  1982.  
113  Kate  Wassall,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Western  Mail,  11  May  1982.  
114  E.C.  Phillips,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Western  Mail,  7  June  1982.  
115  As  Gerwyn  Wiliams  has  recently  shown,  the  National  Eisteddfod  in  1983  featured  several  
reflections   on   the   ‘special   relationship’   with   the   Patagonians;   and   the   period   after   the  
successful   devolution   referendum   in   1997   has   featured   a   number   of   works   about   the  
Falklands   conflict   written   by   Welsh   people.   See   Wiliams,   ‘Don’t   Mention   the   War’.   One  
prominent  example  is  Roberts,  Rhyfel  Ni.  The  title  translates  as  ‘Our  war:  Welsh  experiences  
from  both  sides  of  the  Falklands/Malvinas  War  in  1982’.  
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question   the   cohesion   of   the   United   Kingdom   itself   by   provoking   tensions   and  
divisions  within  Ulster,  Scotland  and  Wales.   In   the   ‘Celtic  nationalities’,   conflicting  
notions  of  ‘self-­‐‑determination’  led  to  resentment  towards  England  and  Britain.  Even  
if  this  principle  per  se  was  supposedly  very  much  a  post-­‐‑imperial  concept,  in  all  three  
cases   it   evoked   an   imperial   resonance:   in   Scotland   and   Wales   (and   also   among  
nationalists   in   Ulster),   this   frequently   translated   into   accusations   of   ‘English  
imperialism’,  while   among  Northern   Irish  unionists   it   triggered  both   sentiments  of  
being   ‘abandoned  Britons’   as  well   as   a   degree   of   nostalgia   for   the   bygone   days   of  
empire.  Perhaps   it  was  not  quite   the   ‘earthquake   in   the  political   life  of  Britain’   that  
had   been   foretold,   but   the   convulsions   produced   by   the   war   exposed—and   often  
widened—the  existing  cracks  on  the  surface  of  British  unity.116  
  
The   picture   that   emerges   at   the   onset   of   war   in   the   Falklands   is   one   of   sharply  
contrasting   stances.   As   we   have   seen,   Greater   British   justifications   for   protecting  
‘kith  and  kin’  half  a  world  away  were  still  widely  embraced.  Family  duties  towards  
the   Islanders   were   emphasised   in   the   public   sphere,   and   the   Falklands   were  
domesticated   to   elicit   support   from   the   British   public.   The  war   had   tapped   into   a  
dormant  mentality,  triggering  the  recrudescence  of  a  ‘British  world’  ideal  in  a  context  
seemingly  devoid  of  the  baggage  of  other  post-­‐‑imperial  crises.  Yet  this  very  idea  also  
provoked   vociferous   condemnation   in   some   quarters.   Indeed,   the   very   process   of  
reasoning   that  had  punctuated   the  distancing  of   other  British   settler   societies   from  
their  ‘mother  country’  in  years  gone  by  was  being  rehearsed  here.  Differences  were  
accentuated   over   similarities;   the   Falklands—distant,   miniscule   and   increasingly  
perceived   as   foreign   in   Britain’s   changing   world—appeared   to   be   an   unbearable  
anachronism.  The  exigencies  of  geography,  economics  and  history  seemed   to  point  
in   the   opposite   direction,   and   arguments   in   favour   of   the   Islanders’   self-­‐‑
determination—seen   in   a   wider   context—belied   Britain’s   approach   to   other   post-­‐‑
imperial  problems,  not  least  to  the  ‘four  nations’  within  the  United  Kingdom  itself.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
116  Byrne,  Letter,  Western  Mail,  22  May  1982.    
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The   urgency   of   this  matter,   particularly   as   Britain   and  Argentina  moved   closer   to  
full-­‐‑scale  war   in   late  April   and  early  May,  made   this  question  especially  pertinent.  
The  point  was  not  purely  academic.   It  was  a   logic   that  could  be  deployed  either   to  
support  Britain’s  military  campaign,  or  to  oppose  it.  The  fact  that  the  Prime  Minister  
herself   had   employed   it   as   a   crucial   argument   for   rescuing   the   Islanders   forced  
people   to   take   a   stance   on   this   issue,   further   demonstrating   the   relevance   of   the  
Greater  British  qualities  of  the  Falklands  affair.  Here  is,  indeed,  a  clearly  ‘identifiable’  
and   ‘distinguishable’   imperial   aspect   of   the   South  Atlantic   conflict:   how  else   could  
the  rich  tapestry  of  reactions  to  the  Argentine  invasion,  clearly  rooted  in  the  imperial  
past,   be   explained?   The   pervasive   support   for   the   Islanders   as   ‘kith   and   kin’,   to  
whom  the  best  British  qualities  were  attributed,  and  who  are  regarded  as  an  intrinsic  
part  of  the  British  family,  was  not  just  a  ‘rhetorical  device’  deployed  by  chance:  it  had  
a  history  of  resonance  in  UK  parliamentary  and  public  opinion,  revealing  a  lingering  
attachment   to   an   imperial   ideal   that   had   largely   disappeared   in   other   realms   of  
British  political  culture.  
Yet   the   clarity   and   resonance   of   this   ‘British   world’   emphasis   would   become  
obscured   as   another   imperial   element   entered   the   fray.  As   the  war  heated  up,   this  
highly  specific  imperial  legacy  was  joined—and,  to  some  extent,  overwhelmed—by  a  
more   generalised   imperial   memory   that   transcended   the   immediate   context   of  
Greater  Britain,  invoking  gunboats,  greatness  and  a  sense  of  restored  pride.  It  is  here  
that  we  begin  to  see  the  origins  of  the  current  disagreement  and  scholarly  polemics  
over  the  imperial  dimensions  of  the  Falklands  War.  
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4  
  ‘The  ghost  of  Imperial  Britain’  
Militarisation  and  the  memory  of  empire  
    
An  unusual  letter  landed  on  Mrs  Thatcher’s  desk  in  early  May  1982.  It  contained  the  
original  music  score  and  lyrics  of  a  proposed  ‘marching  song  of  the  Falklands  crisis’,  
composed  by  one  Tommie  Connor.   ‘Tell  El  Presidente  he’ll  have   trouble  good  and  
plenty   once   the   Navy   gets   his   Gaucho   trousers   down!’,   went   the   chorus.   The  
composer,   by   no   means   an   outstanding   lyricist,   was   no   doubt   carried   away   with  
enthusiasm   at   seeing   his   country   acting   decisively   on   the   international   stage.   Or  
perhaps  he  was  reminded  of  the  days  when  he  composed  songs  ‘to  cheer  along  the  
troops’   during   World   War   II.   In   any   case,   Mr   Connor’s   song   manifested   the  
contagious  jingoism  that  more  than  a  few  people  observed  as  the  conflict  escalated.1    
If   by   late   April   it   was   already   apparent   that   the   conflict   was   brewing   into   a  
dangerous  confrontation,  a   few  days   into  May  escalation  was  all  but  a  reality,  with  
the  British  air  raids  over  Stanley  airfield  and  the  sinking  of  the  old  Argentine  cruiser  
ARA  General   Belgrano.   Certain   quarters   of   British   opinion   welcomed   these   events  
with   euphoria,   especially   the   tabloid   media,   which   was   particularly   fierce   in   its  
deployment   of   provocative   and   chauvinistic   headlines.   ‘Gotcha:   our   lads   sink  
gunboat   and   hole   cruiser’,   bellowed   the   front   page   of   the   Sun   on   3   May,   as   the  
Belgrano  vanished  beneath  the  waves,  while  the  Daily  Express  greeted  occasion  with  a  
monosyllabic—but   expressive—‘Sunk!’   Meanwhile   the   Daily   Mail   prepared   a  
captivating  account   celebrating   the   ‘Death  of   the  Belgrano’   to  be  published  a  week  
later.2  The  month  of  April  had  already  witnessed  the  early  stages  of  this  trend,  as  the  
Sun   emblazoned   its   front   pages   with   infamous   headlines   and   the   Express   slowly  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  TNA  FCO  7/4478,  Tommie  Connor  to  PM,  4  May  1982.  
2  ‘Gotcha’,  Sun,  3  May  1982;  ‘Sunk!  Fears  for  700  on  Argentine  Warship’,  Daily  Express,  4  May  
1982;  ‘Death  of  the  Belgrano’,  Daily  Mail,  10  May  1982.  
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ratcheted  up  its  patriotism,  with  the  Prime  Minister  transformed  from  lame  duck  to  
heroic  warrior  queen.  The  Daily  Mirror,  often  critical  of  the  Conservatives,  was  not  to  
be  outdone,  presenting  high-­‐‑spirited  headlines,  as  did  the  Daily  Mail—the  latter,  with  
a  more  noticeable  pro-­‐‑war  bent.3  In  May  these  feelings  only  intensified,  investing  the  
conflict  with  a  further  imperial  resonance  quite  distinct  from  the  chorus  of  common  
purpose  with  fellow  Britons  abroad.  Headlines  became  more  chauvinistic,  while  the  
reviled   ‘Argies’   were   increasingly   depicted   in   an   unflattering   light.   Arguments   in  
favour   of   going   to   war   became   ever   more   common,   insisting   that   peace   was   ‘not  
[worth]  any  price’.  As  the  British  forces  landed  in  San  Carlos  on  21  May,  the  tabloid  
media   displayed   an   even   more   potent   and   triumphant   tone,   continuing   with   this  
trend   into   June—indeed,   all   the  way   into  Stanley   for   the  eventual   surrender  of   the  
Argentine  forces.4  
This   floodtide  of  patriotism,  as  we  shall  see,  came   in   for  heavy  criticism,  and  those  
who   denounced   it   often   voiced   their   aversion   to   its   imperial   overtones.   Doubtless  
prodded  by   some  of   these   trends  and   reactions,   the   journalist   and  author  Malcolm  
Muggeridge  wrote   an   appraisal   of   the  war   in   the  Listener,   arguing—not  without   a  
tinge  of  irony—that  the  conflict  seemed  to  conjure  up  memories  of  the  British  empire  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3  ‘It’s  War!’,  Sun,  3  April  1982;  ‘Stick  It  up  Your  Junta!’,  Sun,  20  April  1982;  ‘Invasion’,  Sun,  26  
April   1982;   ‘In  We  Go!’,   Sun,   28   April   1982;   ‘We’ll   Sink   You!’,  Daily   Express,   8   April   1982;  
‘Collision  Course  for  War!’,  Daily  Mirror,  5  April  1982;   ‘We  Fight  If  We  Must!’,  Daily  Mirror,  
15   April   1982;   ‘It’s   War’,   Daily   Mirror,   26   April   1982;   Gordon   Greig   and   John   Dickie,  
‘Shamed!’,  Daily  Mail,   3  April   1982;  William  Langley,   ‘“Surrender?  Not  Likely—Get  Lost”’,  
Daily  Mail,  5  April  1982;  ‘Has  She  Got  the  Stomach  for  It?’,  Daily  Mail,  5  April  1982;  ‘Have  We  
the  Stomach  to  Fight  for  Anything  at  All?’,  Daily  Mail,  13  April  1982.  
4  ‘Smash  and  Grab’,  Daily  Express,  21  May  1982;  ‘Smash  and  Grab  Invasion’,  Daily  Mirror,  21  
May  1982;  ‘The  British  Are  Back!’,  Daily  Mail,  22  May  1982;  ‘They  Won’t  Be  Able  to  Stop  Her  
Now’,  Daily  Mail,   24  May   1982;   ‘“Your  Days  Are  Numbered”’,  Daily  Express,   25  May   1982;  
‘We   Shall  Not   Flinch’,  Daily   Express,   27  May   1982;   ‘We’re  Winning!’,  Daily  Mirror,   29  May  
1982;   ‘Surrender’,  Daily  Mail,  31  May  1982;   ‘Get  out  or  We  Go  In’,  Daily  Mirror,  3  June  1982;  
‘We’re  Moving  In’,  Daily  Mirror,  9  June  1982;   ‘The  Gurkha  Knives  Are  Out’,  Daily  Express,  7  
June  1982;  ‘Victory!’,  Daily  Mail,  15  June  1982;  ‘V’,  Daily  Express,  15  June  1982;  ‘V-­‐‑F  Day’,  Daily  
Express,  16  June  1982;  ‘Victory’,  Daily  Mirror,  15  June  1982;  ‘Victory!’,  Daily  Mail,  15  June  1982.  
While  the  tabloid  media  did  not  always  distinguish,  in  its  ‘anti-­‐‑Argie’  discourse,  between  the  
Junta  and  the  general  civilian  population  of  Argentina,  many  people  who  were  highly  critical  
of  Argentina’s  regime  and  polity  did  not  harbour  any  particular  anti-­‐‑Argentine  feelings.  Ever  
since  the  Junta’s  human  rights  abuses  had  begun  circulating  in  the  public  sphere  during  the  
late  1970s,  critics  in  Britain  condemned  the  successive  British  governments’  dealings  with  the  
Argentine  leaders—be  it  in  the  arms  trade  or  in  negotiations  over  the  Falklands.    
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after  World  War   I.   In   particular,   it   spoke   to   the   transitional   era   of   decolonisation  
when  all  imperial  remains  were  scrapped—bar  rare  exceptions,  such  as  the  Falkland  
Islands.  Its  inhabitants—‘a  minute  population  of  1,800  stalwart  Britishers’  which  had  
been  all  but  forgotten  until  1982—had  suddenly  been  shunted  into  the  limelight  with  
the   Argentine   invasion:   ‘it   was   as   though   Nelson   had   got   down   from   his   plinth,  
Drake  was  once  more  heard  beating  his  drum,  and  in  Washington,  on  Capitol  Hill,  
the  ghost  of  Imperial  Britain  walked  again’.5    
Muggeridge’s  assessment  captured  the  more  general  memory  of  empire  aroused  by  
the   escalation   of   the   conflict.   Indeed,   as   the   levels   of   violence   rose,   the   conflict  
progressively  acquired  distinctly  ‘imperial’  echoes.  Though  the  Greater  British  view  
persisted,  many  people  began  to  look  at  the  war  in  terms  of  the  imperial  wars  of  the  
past:   in   the   tactics   and  means   used   and   in   the   recrudescence   of   British   nationalist  
feelings—particularly   the   xenophobic   streak   running   through   some   of   the   media  
coverage  of   the  Falklands   and   in   the  public   reaction   to   it.  Of   course,  not   all   heady  
journalism   was   couched   in   an   explicitly   imperial   vein,   and   it   is   often   difficult   to  
distinguish  what  might  be  categorised  as  an  ‘imperial’  frame  of  reference  from,  say,  
memories   of   the   defeat   of   Hitler’s   Germany.   Nevertheless,   insofar   as   imperial  
memories   were   evoked—either   directly,   by   celebrating   the   revival   of   an   earlier  
imperial  age,  or  by  negation  from  voices  condemning  the  Task  Force  as  an  imperial  
throwback—it   represented   a   novel   intrusion   into   an   issue   that   had   hitherto   been  
debated  in  terms  of  implied  obligations  of  family  loyalty.    
This   chapter   thus   examines  how   the  proliferation  of   violence   in   the   South  Atlantic  
gradually   aroused   imperial   echoes,   leading   opponents   to   the   war   to   see   it   as   an  
imperial  atavism,  and  those  sympathetic  to  the  British  cause  to  regard  it  as  a  return  
to   national   greatness.   Unlike   the   Greater   British   impulse   that   was   intrinsic   to   the  
crisis  and  formed  part  of   the   justification  for  going  to  war,   this   jingoistic   trend  was  
more   a   reaction   to   events   already   set   in   train.   Thus   they   arguably   had   a   more  
superficial   quality,   and   some   scholars   have   been   quick   to   dismiss   them   on   those  
grounds.   But   this   ‘Falklands   fever’   is   worth   addressing   in   its   own   right,   not   least  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5  Malcolm  Muggeridge,  ‘Langham  Diary’,  BBC  Listener,  13  May  1982.  
  143  
because   it   illuminates   why   the   Falklands   War   has   since   been   largely   veiled   by   a  
generalised   ‘empire   redux’   view.   In   this   light,   we   can   re-­‐‑evaluate   the   claims   of  
minimalists  and  maximalists  and  make  a  more  qualified  assessment  of  what  kind  of  
post-­‐‑imperial  moment  this  was.  
Before  proceeding,  it  is  pertinent  to  make  some  remarks  about  memory.  Scholars  of  
this   field  speak  of  many  different   types  of  memory.  Here  we  are  concerned  mostly  
with   what   is   often   called   ‘collective   memory’,   which   can   be   defined   as   the  
‘conventionalized  perception  of  past  experience’.6  It  is  pertinent  to  note  that  the  term  
itself   has   been   critiqued,   but   it   remains   useful   if   we   understand   it   to   refer   to   the  
ready  availability  of  visual,  rhetorical  and  narrative  tropes  derived  from  past  events  
that   are   freely   drawn   on   to   lend  meaning   and   structure   to   contemporary   life.   It   is  
particularly  relevant  here,  moreover,  because  of  its  close  links  with  national  identity,  
since   it   ‘encompasses   both   the   memory   work   of   small   social   groups,   the   cultural  
productions  of  memory  as  well  as  large  scale  narratives  circulated  in  a  society  about  
a  shared  past,  contributing  to  a  sense  of  national  community’.7  Because  a  key  theme  
underlying   this   thesis   is   the   relationship   between   the   end   of   empire   and   British  
identity,   understanding   the   role   of   the   memory   of   empire   in   influencing   social  
identification   is   fundamental.  Though  slippery  by  nature,  as   it  cannot  be   located   in  
one   place   or   easily   calculated   as   the   sum   of   individual   memories,   the   outlines   of  
collective   memory   can   be   traced   through   the   work   of   historians,   policy   makers,  
politicians  and   journalists,  among  others.  They  collect,  pre-­‐‑select  and  arrange   those  
memories   for   public   consumption,   actualising   the   collective   memory   in   particular  
situations—such   as   letters,   conversations,   diaries,   newspapers   and   public  
commemorations.8  In   that   sense,   it   is   deeply   connected   with   rhetoric   and   with  
political   culture   at   large.   Finally,   even   if   the   memory   of   empire   is   sometimes  
regarded   as   superficial,   dwarfed   by   other   collective   memories   (World   War   II,   as  
some  argue),  what  matters  for  our  purposes  is  that  its  deployment  in  the  present  can  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6  Darwin,  ‘Memory  of  Empire’,  22.  
7   Astrid   Rasch,   ‘Remembering   Britishness:   Negotiation   of   Identity   in   End   of   Empire  
Autobiography’  (Unpublished  PhD  thesis,  University  of  Copenhagen,  Forthcoming).  
8  Darwin,  ‘Memory  of  Empire’,  20;  Schwarz,  White  Man’s  World,  194.  
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have  an  impact  on  public  perceptions,  the  political  environment  in  which  policies  are  
made  and,  ultimately,  on  national  identity  itself.9  
‘Restore  a  little  pride  to  the  British  Nation’:  dejection  and  renaissance  
As  the  British  Fleet  set  sail  for  the  frigid  South  Atlantic,  Tommy  Mallen,  a  World  War  
I   veteran,   heaved   a   sigh   of   relief.   After   a   weekend   of   humiliation,   things   were  
looking  up  again  for  Britain:    
I  thought  England  was  done  for,  spineless,  a  doormat  for  the  world.  I’d  pass  the  war  
memorials   or   see  Nelson’s  Victory   and  wonder  what   it   had   all   been   for.   But   I  was  
wrong,  thank  God.  We  are  still  a  proud  country,  and  we’ll  still  protect  our  own.10  
Indeed,  the  sentiments  of  jingoism  portrayed  by  the  tabloid  media—and  abundantly  
present  in  certain  sectors  of  society—were  in  many  ways  the  converse  of  the  public  
dismay  that  had  initially  greeted  the  news  of  the  invasion.  This  statement  from  a  war  
veteran  illustrates  the  evolution  in  the  public  mood  after  the  Argentine  takeover.  As  
we  shall  see,  evidence  from  letters  to  the  editor,  messages  from  constituents  to  their  
MPs  and  opinion  pieces   in  newspapers   reveals  how  Britain’s   fortunes   in   the  South  
Atlantic   were   transformed   into   an   embrace   of   Britishness   and   national   greatness,  
after  the  initial  shock  had  seemed  to  confirm  Britain’s  post-­‐‑imperial  decline.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9  Schwarz,  White   Man’s   World,   195;   Darwin,   ‘Memory   of   Empire’,   34.   For   example,   Astrid  
Rasch’s   study   of   end   of   empire   autobiographies   draws   on   the   interplay   between   collective  
identity   and   shared   narratives:   Rasch,   ‘Autobiographies’.   The   term   ‘collective   memory’  
originally  comes  from  the  sociologist  Maurice  Halbwachs,  who  insisted  on  the  importance  of  
the   collective   framework   in   an   individual’s   remembering.   In   recent   decades,   scholars   have  
attempted  to  theorise  and  conceptualise  the  booming  field  of  memory  studies.  Here,  the  work  
of  James  V.  Wertsch  is  a  good  starting  point,  as  he  outlines  the  conceptual  field  for  memory  
studies   through   different   sets   of   oppositions   (among   them,   collective   versus   individual  
memory).  Alon  Confino  outlines  the  problems  of  overusing  the  term  ‘memory’  without  due  
regard   to   methods   and   theoretical   rigour.   Jay   Winter   points   out   the   importance   of   not  
constraining   memory   studies   to   the   national   paradigm,   and   suggests   using   the   term  
‘remembrance’  instead  of  ‘memory’.  Alon  Confino,  ‘Collective  Memory  and  Cultural  History:  
Problems   of  Method’,  American  Historical  Review   102,   no.   5   (1997);  Maurice  Halbwachs,  The  
Collective  Memory  (New  York:  Harper  &  Row,  1980);  James  V.  Wertsch,  ‘Collective  Memory’,  
in   Memory   in   Mind   and   Culture,   ed.   Pascal   Boyer   and   James   V.   Wertsch   (Cambridge:  
Cambridge   University   Press,   2009);   Jay   Winter,   Remembering   War:   The   Great   War   between  
Memory  and  History  in  the  Twentieth  Century  (New  Haven:  Yale  University  Press,  2006).  
10  ‘Sailing…  to  Salvage  Britain’s  Pride’,  Daily  Mail,  6  April  1982.  
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In  early  April,  some  Britons  had  voiced  feelings  of  being  ‘ashamed  to  be  British’,  or  
even   ‘utterly   frustrated   at   being   a   citizen   in   a   country  which   seems   too   easily   sat  
upon   by   others’.11  A   distressed  Mail   reader   lamented   that   Britain   had   become   ‘a  
pathetic   “tin-­‐‑pot”   nation”’,   and   that   its   ‘“leaders”   ha[d]   betrayed   those   men   who  
fought   and   died   in   two   World   Wars!’12  Echoing   these   views,   columnist   Andrew  
Alexander   in  the  Mail  struck  a  despondent  note  halfway  through  April:   the   ‘failure  
to   respond   to   a  military   and   political   humiliation’,   he   argued,   ‘will   be   seen   as   the  
symptom  of  a  faltering  and  cowardly  people,  the  final  symptom  of  a  power’s  decay’.  
The   consequences   of   not   taking   the   correct   course   of   action   in   the  Falklands   could  
prove  worse  than  those  of  Suez:  ‘equivocation  over  the  Falklands  is  more  likely  to  be  
seen   as   proof   that   Britain   is   scarcely   a   power   or   indeed   a   real   nation   at   all’,   he  
affirmed.13    
This   attitude   naturally   lent   itself   to   a   desire   for   an   ‘opportunity   to   re-­‐‑establish  
ourselves   as   a   nation   to   be   proud   of’,   or   to   ‘restore   a   little   pride   to   the   British  
Nation’.14  Were  Britain  not  to  react,  it  could  come  ‘perilously  near  to  settling  our  fate  
for  decades  in  our  self  respect  among  the  nations  in  the  West’.15  For  many,  certainly,  
Britain   could  potentially   reverse   the   image  of  decline   that  had  predominated   since  
Suez   through   a   decisive   victory   in   the   South  Atlantic.   The   national   press   not   only  
articulated   these   beliefs,   but   routinely   dedicated   pages   of   print   to   delving   deeper  
into   them.  The  Mail,   for   instance,   described  how   the   crowds   seeing   off   the   fleet   in  
Portsmouth  regarded  this  event  as  ‘proof  that  Britain  is  standing  up  for  herself  again  
at   last’.16  As   the   conflict   wore   on,   these   views   were   reinforced.   The   attack   on   the  
Belgrano   gave   many   people   a   boost   of   confidence   in   their   nation,   leading   one  
emboldened  constituent  to  instruct  Francis  Pym  that  Britain  should  ‘get  on  with  the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11  TNA   FCO   7/4476,   H.F.  Mudd   to   John   Patten,  MP,   5   April   1982;   TNA   FCO   7/4476,   R.H.  
Soper  to  Eldon  Griffiths,  MP,  2  April  1982.  
12  Sheila  Wyllie,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Daily  Mail,  7  April  1982.  
13  ‘Stomach  to  Fight’,  Daily  Mail,  13  April  1982.  
14  TNA  FCO  7/4476,  R.H.  Soper  to  Eldon  Griffiths,  MP.  See  also  TNA  FCO  7/4476,  F.  Emery  to  
MP,  2  April  1982;  TNA  FCO  7/4476,  F.  Emery  to  MP.  
15  TNA  FCO  7/4479,  Philip  B.  Venvell   (Beaconsfield  Constituency  Conservative  Association)  
to  John  Patten,  MP,  18  April  1982.  
16  ‘Sailing’,  Daily  Mail,  6  April  1982.  
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job  by  showing  the  world   that  we  mean  business,   for  weakness  earns  no  respect!’17  
Ten   days   later,   concerned   at   the   prospect   of   negotiating   a   settlement   that   would  
effectively  render  the  Task  Force’s  efforts  null  and  void,  another  citizen  affirmed  that  
the   resolution   of   this   affair   would   have   very   deep   consequences   for   the   ‘national  
spirit’,  and  that  ‘all  that  has  so  honestly  and  bravely  been  done  to  date  (+  not  just  in  
the  present   instance)   to   recreate  a   sense  of  national  purpose  and   identity   stands   in  
danger  of  being  cancelled  at  a  stroke’.18    
This  current  continued  as   the  Fleet’s   landing   in  San  Carlos  became  imminent.  Alan  
Clark,  MP,  writing   in  the  Sunday  Express,   fantasised  about  how  the  world  might  be  
looking  at  Britain   ‘with  a  mixture  of  envy  and  admiration’,  wondering  whether  the  
British   were   ‘really   like   the   history   books   say,   no   different   from   what   they   have  
always  been,  no  different  from  1940’.  The  Falklands  affair,  he  believed,  had  become  
an   ‘urgent   and   symbolic   crisis’   of   enormous   significance   since,   within   days,   Mrs  
Thatcher  could  offer  Britain  ‘that  very  national  renaissance  which  seemed  at  first  as  it  
might  take  a  decade’.19  Two  weeks  later,  Clark  recorded  in  his  diary  that  the  British  
renaissance  was  a  fact:  
And  what  a  crisis!  When  I  think  back  to  the  state  of  utter  depression  when  I  got  out  of  
the   train   at   Sandling   on   2   April—on   trial,   complete   and   utter   humiliation;   I   even  
contemplated  emigrating.  Now  not  only  have  we   redeemed  everything   that  was  at  
stake   then,   but   one   has   advanced   immeasurably   in   self-­‐‑esteem   and   in   the   status  
accorded  to  us  by  the  whole  world.20    
Clark’s  mood   swing,  while   possibly   exacerbated   by   his   colourful   personality,   in   a  
sense  typified  the  changing  emotional  state  of  British  media  outlets  that  had  come  to  
regard   this   latest   crisis   as   a   make-­‐‑or-­‐‑break   point   in   Britain’s   battle   to   recover   its  
former  standing.  Nowhere  was  this  trend  as  evident  as   in  the  Daily  Express  column  
by   Jean   Rook   (nicknamed   the   ‘First   Lady   of   Fleet   Street’).   In   a   piece   drenched   in  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17  TNA  FCO  7/4480,  W.  Bache  to  Francis  Pym,  5  May  1982.  
18  TNA  FCO  7/4481,  P.W.  Thomas  to  Sir  Raymond  Gower,  14  May  1982.  Emphasis  in  original.  
19  Clark,  ‘Rebirth’,  Sunday  Express,  16  May  1982.  
20  Alan   Clark,  Diaries:   Into   Politics   1972–1982,   ed.   Ion   Trewin   (London:   Phoenix,   2001),   loc.  
6645.  1  June  1982.  
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imperial  language  and  metaphor,  delineating  the  historical  significance  of  the  events  
in  the  South  Atlantic,  she  asked:    
So  you  thought  the  Land  of  Hope  and  Glory  was  asleep?  Never  again  ask  the  British,  
‘Where  did   it   all  go?’  We  never   lost   it.  Or,   if  we  did,   in   six  weeks  we’ve   tooth  and  
clawed  it  all  back.  Not  our  Empire.  Not  yet.  The  Falklands.  But  we’ve  re-­‐‑raised  and  
unfurled  our  spirit,  self-­‐‑respect,  comradeship  and  guts.    
Rook  drew  analogies  with  former  imperial  heroes  (Nelson,  Churchill,  Mountbatten—
the  latter,  ironically,  a  symbol  of  imperial  retreat  in  India)  and,  though  she  admitted  
that   the   Falklands  were   only   ‘a   fistful   of   cold,  miserable,  wind-­‐‑torn   South  Atlantic  
earth,  which   few  would  want   to   even   live   on’,   she   also   stressed   how   it   ‘has   done  
more  for  our  morale   in  six  weeks,   than  we’ve  done  for  ourselves   in  the  nearly  four  
decades   since   we   won   our   last   war’.21  Notably,   this   piece   effortlessly   blended   the  
imperial  imagery  with  memories  of  World  War  II,  together  with  a  generalised  sense  
of  pride  at  the  re-­‐‑birth  of  Britain  as  a  power  to  be  reckoned  with.    
After   the   San  Carlos   landing,   and   bolstered   by   British   victories   in   late  May,   some  
newspapers   pondered   the   war’s   long-­‐‑term   effects   on   British   national   identity.   A  
piece  in  the  Daily  Mail  turned  the  Suez  analogy  on  its  head,22  while  popular  historian  
Sir   Arthur   Bryant   spoke   of   that   particular   historical   juncture   as   the   ‘testing   of   a  
nation’,  comparing  the  Falklands  to  previous  events   in  Britain’s  history.23  This   logic  
was   plainly   reflected   in   a   letter   to   Mail—evidence,   perhaps,   of   how   it   was  
internalised  by  ordinary  citizens:  ‘the  war  in  the  Falklands  has  kindled  a  spirit  in  me  
and   I’m   sure   in  many   thousands   of   young   people   nationwide,   that   I   didn’t   know  
existed’,   the   reader   claimed.   That   spirit   was   ‘our   British   spirit’,   ‘a   priceless  
commodity’,  which  had  helped  the  nation  withstand  ‘the  Nazi  blitz’.24  
Crucially,   these   depictions   of   national   renaissance   were   not   couched   as   a   new  
beginning,  but  as  a  return  to  Britain’s  former  grandeur.  Perhaps  for  this  very  reason,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21  Jean  Rook,   ‘So  You  Thought   the  Land  of  Hope  and  Glory  Was  Asleep?’,  Daily  Express,  19  
May  1982.  
22  ‘Stop  Her  Now’,  Daily  Mail,  24  May  1982.  
23  Sir  Arthur  Bryant,  ‘The  Testing  of  a  Nation’,  Daily  Mail,  27  May  1982.  
24  Glynn  A.  Jones,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Daily  Mail,  10  June  1982.  
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many  found  that  narrative  hard  to  stomach,  reacting  to  it  as  an  object  of  scorn  and  a  
source   of   shame.  An   article   by  Lord  Montgomery   in   the  Guardian   complained   that  
the   ‘price  of  pride   is   too  high’,  emphasising  the  threat   to  Britain’s   interests   in  Latin  
America  by  going  to  war  with  Argentina.25  A  critical  reader  in  the  Guardian,  reacting  
to   Mrs   Thatcher’s   call   to   ‘rejoice’   after   the   25   April   victory   in   South   Georgia,  
conveyed  this  pithily:   ‘Until  now  I  have  been  proud  to  be  British,  but   today,  at   the  
age   of   65,   I   can   see   with   crystal   clarity   how   distorting,   dehumanising,   and  
destructive  such  pride  can  be.  I  renounce  it  forthwith’.26  And  in  the  aftermath  of  the  
sinking  of   the  Belgrano,   a   constituent  wrote   to  his   local  MP   ‘out  of   a  deep   sense  of  
anger,  a  profound  sadness  and  a  feeling  of  shame  that  I  am  British’.27    
We   are   beginning   to   see   that,  while   the   country’s   resolute   stance   on   the   Falklands  
had  brought  about  a  renaissance  in  many  people’s  attachment  to  Britain,  others  were  
clearly   reacting   in   the   opposite   way.   This   was   partly   because   of   the   imperial  
undertones   that   the   conflict   was   acquiring.   Images   of   empire   were   both   explicitly  
and  implicitly  invoked  by  this  return  to  Britain’s  past  greatness,  and  this  became  the  
source  of  intense  scrutiny  and  criticism.  An  example  of  this  was  a  piece  by  historian  
R.C.  Mowat,  published   in   the  Times   a  week  before   the   retake  of  South  Georgia.  He  
argued   against   sending   the   fleet   to   the   South   Atlantic,   since   ‘as   a   mature   post-­‐‑
imperial  power  we  should  surely  be  ready  to  …  forego  the  pride  in  “sovereignty”’.28  
Similarly,   the   Economist’s   leader   on   10   April   also   criticised   the   pervasive   imperial  
populism:  ‘Britain  now  has  to  challenge  that  takeover,  but  not  out  of  the  puff  of  post-­‐‑
colonial  pride  that  seems  to  have  fed  its  public  uproar  so  far’.29    
To  others,  however,  these  accusations  were  themselves  a  distortion  of  reality.  ‘Britain  
has   not   incurred   the   risk   of   military   action   in   the   South   Atlantic   for   the   sake   of  
imperial  aggrandisement,  or  simply  to  satisfy  national  pride’,  argued  a  piece   in   the  
Times;   while   the   Economist   rejected   the   view   that   ‘in   the   Falklands   an   excessive  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
25  David  Montgomery,  ‘The  Price  of  Pride  Is  Too  High’,  Guardian,  12  April  1982.  
26  Margaret  Dean,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Guardian,  28  April  1982.  
27  TNA  FCO  7/4480,  David  Murray  to  Mr  Forman,  4  May  1982.  
28  R.C.  Mowat,  ‘Why  England  Should  No  Longer  Expect…’,  Times,  19  April  1982.  
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British  imperial  puff  has  been  made  about  a  very  small  matter’.30  Yet,  ultimately,  the  
extent  of  this  imperial  influence  was  most  clearly  illustrated  by  those  who  sought  to  
disavow   it:   in   denying   that   there   was   anything   imperial   about   the   events   in   the  
South  Atlantic  they  were  invoking  the  memory  of  empire—thus  fuelling  the  debate  
about  the  imperial  dimensions  of  the  Falklands  War  in  the  public  sphere.  Regardless  
of  whether  or  not   this   renaissance  was   ‘real’,  what   is  of   interest  here   is   that   it  was  
widely  perceived  to  be  so,  thereby  obscuring  to  some  extent  the  more  particular,  and  
highly  instrumental  echoes  of  Greater  Britain.    
‘The  shadow  of  Viscount  Palmerston’:  imperial  images  and  episodes  
This   imperial   memory   gradually   became   more   established,   alongside   the   idea   of  
defending  ‘kith  and  kin’,  as  a  framework  to  explain  and  justify  (or  indeed  condemn)  
Britain’s   actions   in   the   South  Atlantic.   In   certain   contexts,   it   became   the   dominant  
narrative.   The   terms   deployed   (such   as   ‘punitive   expedition’,   a   ‘jingoistic  military  
adventure’,  ‘relics  of  our  colonial  past’)  were  themselves  slippery  and  inchoate.31  It  is  
only  when  we  look  at  these  utterances  together  that  we  can  more  decidedly  establish  
that   they   had   a   general   imperial   theme   and   often   responded   to   common   imperial  
dynamics.  
One  particularly  vivid  occasion  worth  examining  is  the  Commons  debate  of  20  May  
1982,   on   the   eve  of   the   San  Carlos   landing.  Tony  Benn  and  Dame   Judith  Hart  had  
gathered  33  Labour  votes  against  the  government,  making  it  the  first  sitting  in  which  
the   House   was   divided   on   the   Falklands   conflict.32  A   number   of   MPs,   growing  
increasingly   concerned   about   the   prospect   of   further   loss   of   life   in   a   conflict   they  
deemed  absurd,  drew  on  Britain’s  imperial  past  to  articulate  their  complaints.  Of  the  
different  contributions  made,  a  fiery  intervention  from  Labour  MP  Andrew  Faulds  is  
particularly  noteworthy,  as  it  was  saturated  with  references  to  empire.  Arguing  that  
the   war   was   bound   to   damage   Britain’s   interests   and   standing,   he   claimed   that  	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Britain’s   intention  was   ‘to  settle   [a]   twentieth  century  problem  of  decolonisation  by  
nineteenth   century  means’,   fighting   to   ‘maintain  an   imperial  outpost   in   the   stormy  
wastes  of   the  South  Atlantic’.  He  had  no   time   for   the  wishes  of   the   Islanders,  who  
should  be  afforded  no  more  sympathy  than  the  white  Rhodesian  settlers  in  previous  
years;  and  though  he  conceded  that  Britain  was  not   fighting  to  reinstate   the  British  
empire,  he  believed  that  the  nature  of  Britain’s  relations  with  the  Islands,  the  manner  
in  which   the  war  was   being  waged,   and   even   the   deeper   reasons   for   fighting   the  
Argentines  were  all  an  imperial  hangover  of  sorts,  and  thus  this  war  would  ‘come  to  
be   seen   as   a   shaming   episode   in   our   post-­‐‑colonial   history’. 33   Faulds’   speech  
incorporated   many   of   the   empire-­‐‑related   arguments,   images   and   episodes   tossed  
back  and  forth  in  the  media,  parliament  and  private  correspondence.  These  analogies  
were  highly  varied,  transcending  the  political  spectrum  and  appearing  in  an  array  of  
sources.   Sometimes   they   referred   to   specific   events   in   Britain’s   imperial   history,  
while  at  other  times  they  were  deployed  as  generalised  metaphors.  
Particularly   salient   among   these   were   references   to   the   nineteenth   century,  
expressing   a   perceived   discordance   between   the   present   circumstances   of   1982   (in  
Britain  and  in  the  world  at  large)  and  the  attitudes  towards  the  Falklands.  Labour’s  
Frank  Hooley,   for   example,   complained  on  7  April   about   the  nostalgia  with  which  
some  spoke  of  the  Falklands:  ‘We  are  not  living  in  1882  but  1982’,  he  protested.  ‘The  
way  …   that   some  people   talk   about   the   Falkland   Islands  makes  me   think   that   the  
shadow  of  Viscount  Palmerston  is  still  about’.34  Nigel  Spearing  (also  Labour)  voiced  
a  similar  view:  what  explained   the  sense  of   ‘punctured  pride’  which  had  pervaded  
the  emergency  debate  on  3  April  was  that  ‘we  went  to  bed  on  Thursday  in  1982  and  
woke  up  on  Friday  in  1882’—meaning  that,  deep  down,  this  showed  ‘our  inability  as  
a  country  to  come  to  terms  with  the  new  world  and  our  post-­‐‑imperial  phase’.35  ‘We  
are  trying  to  uphold  an  out-­‐‑dated  position’,  ventured  Lord  Jenkins  of  Putney  on  29  
April,   ‘which   was   tenable   in   the   old   days   of   our   imperial   greatness   but   which   is  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
33  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  20  May  1982,  cols.  511,  13–14.  
34  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  7  April  1982,  col.  999.  
35  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  7  April  1982,  cols.  1033–34.  
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totally  irrelevant  to  our  present  situation  in  the  world’.36  Manifestations  of  excessive  
patriotism  came  in  for  similar  criticism.  Labour  MP  Peter  Hardy  (who  supported  the  
military   campaign),   for   instance,   argued   that   there   was   ‘a   degree   of   jingoism   in  
Britain   that   is  hardly  appropriate   to   the   twentieth  century’;37  while  Dafydd  Wigley,  
President   of   Plaid  Cymru,   complained  on   14  April   that   ‘gunboat  diplomacy  was   a  
matter   for   that   age   [1867],   not   this’,   adding   that   he  was   ‘appalled   by   some   of   the  
recent  jingoism,  particularly  in  the  media’.38  
The   image   of   the   gunboat,   indeed,   was   closely   linked   to   these   nineteenth-­‐‑century  
analogies.   The   ‘Government’s   handling   of   this   crisis   is   a   grotesque   example   of   the  
“send  a  gunboat”  mentality  which  I  hoped  this  nation  had  grown  out  of’,  observed  
one  citizen.39  Not  only  was  gunboat  diplomacy  outmoded,  argued  a  cleric,  but  also  
‘far   too   dangerous’.40  Or,   as   another   critic   put   it,   the   ‘20th   century   world   is   too  
dangerous  for  19th  century  gunboats’.41  Similarly,  a  Guardian  reader  condemned  the  
public’s  acceptance  of  Britain’s  South  Atlantic  policy:  ‘who  will  tell  them’,  he  asked,  
‘that  it  is  the  1980s  and  not  the  1890s,  when  potential  adversaries  may  have  had  only  
spears—which  is  of  course  why  a  few  gunboats  could  achieve  so  much’.42  This  was  
not  unlike  an  accusation  levelled  by  a  New  Statesman  leader  condemning  the  British  
campaign  as  ‘a  massive  punitive  expedition  of  a  nineteenth  century  kind,  but  armed  
with  twentieth  century  weapons’.  Reflecting  back  on  the  3  April  emergency  debate,  
the  editorial  pondered  how  it  would  come  to  be  seen  in  the  future:  
When   historians   read   it   in   a   quarter   of   a   century   it   will   read   like   a   post-­‐‑imperial  
spasm.   It   gave  Mrs  Thatcher   the   room   she  needed   for   her   escape   from   the   tedious  
travails  of  conventional  politics  into  the  world  of  admirals,  air  marshals  and  chiefs  of  
staff.43  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
36  Parl.  Deb.,  Lords,  29  April  1982,  col.  1010.  
37  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  14  April  1982,  col.  1176.  
38  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  14  April  1982,  col.  1189.  
39  TNA  FCO  7/4476,  A.J.  Augarde  to  John  Patten,  MP,  5  April  1982.  
40  TNA  FCO  7/4476,  Canon  Peter  Bostock  to  John  Patten,  MP,  6  April  1982.  
41  TNA  FCO  7/4479,  Geoffrey  Beard  to  John  Patten,  MP,  26  April  1982.  
42  Paul  Shears,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Guardian,  13  May  1982.  
43  ‘And  the  Killing  Goes  on…’,  New  Statesman,  28  May  1982.  
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This  was  a  prescient  statement,  indeed,  and  a  lucid  reflection  on  how  the  Falklands  
affair   had   acquired   an   imperial   tinge   like   never   before.   Most   tellingly,   however,  
references  to  the  nineteenth  century  were  not  the  exclusive  preserve  of  voices  critical  
of  the  Falklands  War.  Allusions  of  this  kind  were  not  uncommon  amid  reporting  and  
commentary  that  took  a  kinder  view  of  the  military  campaign.  Curiously,  the  voyage  
across  the  Atlantic  prompted  Max  Hastings—one  of  the  few  journalists  to  travel  with  
the   Task   Force—to   muse   on   the   ‘the   isolation   from   which   every   British   colonial  
expeditionary  force  must  have  suffered  in  the  19th  century’—a  palpable  reference  to  
the  imperial  sentiments  evoked  by  the  Fleet’s  journey.44  Whether  or  not  Hastings  had  
intended   it,   this   description   gave   the   reader   a   sense   of   a  military   adventure   from  
times  gone  by  being  replicated  in  1982.  Similarly,  a   largely  pro-­‐‑Islander  editorial   in  
the  Guardian   conceded   that   the   Falklands   were   ‘an   anachronistic   remnant   from   a  
former  colonial  age’;  a  Times  leader  acknowledged  that  Britain  no  longer  ‘rule[d]  the  
waves’;   and   the   tabloid   media   frequently   used   imperial   motifs   in   its   vivid  
descriptions  of   the   fighting,   citing  Nelson’s  Trafalgar  message   the  day   the  Fleet   set  
sail,  or  depicting  the  Foreign  Secretary  on  the  ‘Foreign  Office  gunboat’.45    
Victorianism  was  another  common  image.   It  was  variously  used  in  reference  to  the  
Falkland  Islands  Company  (which  evoked  memories  of  the  East  India  Company),  to  
particular  events—such  as  the  emergency  debate  on  3  April—or  the  general  tenor  of  
the   British   government’s   actions.   One   a   constituent   described   the   latter   as   ‘just   a  
symptom   of   the   high   handedness   of   a   “Victorian”   government’,   while   Tony   Benn  
referred  to  it  as  an  ‘imaginary  journey  of  Victorian  imperialism’.46  Similarly,  Labour  
MP   Ray   Powell   led   a   powerful   charge   against   the   Prime   Minister   on   13   May,  
warning  that  ‘this  is  1982,  not  1902’,  and  accusing  the  Prime  Minister  of  acting  ‘like  a  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
44  Max  Hastings,  ‘Some  Task,  Some  Force’,  Spectator,  22  May  1982.  
45  ‘Naked  Aggression’,  Times,  3  April  1982;   ‘“England  Expects  Every  Officer  and  Man  to  Do  
His  Duty  This  Day”’,  Daily  Express,  5  April  1982;  ‘This  Brutal  Regime’,  Daily  Express,  8  April  
1982.  
46   David   Tonge,   ‘Company’s   Hold   over   Islands’,   Financial   Times,   3   April   1982;   Tonge,  
‘Company’s   Hold’,   Financial   Times,   3   April   1982;   Chris   Dunkley,   ‘All   Our   Tomorrows’,  
Financial  Times,   7  April   1982;   TNA  FCO  7/4476,   B.H.  Corbett   to  Mr  Williams,   6  April   1982;  
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latter-­‐‑day  Queen  Victoria’.47  Straddling   the   nineteenth   and   twentieth   centuries,   the  
classic  imperial  metaphor  of  the  world’s  policeman  was  often  invoked.  On  14  April,  
Labour  Party  MP  Alexander  Lyon  sharply  criticised  the  belief  that  Britain  would  be  
able  to  defend  the  Falklands  indefinitely:  ‘the  fact  is  that  the  British  Empire  is  over’,  
he  warned.   ‘We  are  no   longer  able   to   say   that  we  are   the  policeman  of   the  world’.  
The  potential   consequences   (military  disaster,   loss  of   life)   could  not   justify   fighting  
for  a  ‘bereft  principle’  in  order  to  ‘preserve  an  illusion  about  the  power  of  the  British  
Empire  which  in  my  view  is  out  of  tune  with  what  we  have  and  what  we  are  capable  
of   achieving’.48  Another   Labour  MP,  William  Hamilton,   echoed   Lyon’s  words.   The  
Falklanders   should   know   that   they  would   not   be   able   to   return   to   the   status   quo  
ante:  ‘we  must  make  them  understand,  if  they  do  not  understand  it  already,  that  our  
days   of   empire   and   our   days   in   the   role   of   international   policeman   are   long   since  
over—and  thank  goodness  for  that’,  he  pronounced.49  
Another  common  image  was  that  of  ‘Boadicea’—often  deployed  by  anti-­‐‑Thatcherites  
to   criticise   her   leadership   style   and   the   lack   of   opposition.50  For   instance,   she   was  
accused   by   Lord  Milford   of   ‘building   up   a   Boadicean   image’,  whereby   ‘a   glorious  
military   victory   would   put   her   right   back   at   the   top   again’,51  while   the   Economist  
exhorted  her  to  rise  above  party  politics  and  shun  the  opportunity  for  electoral  gain  
that   the  war  presented:   it  was  high  time  for   ‘a  ruthless,  but  unifying,  Elizabeth  I   to  
emerge   in   Downing   Street’,   said   the   leader,   ‘not   a   party-­‐‑political   Boadicea’.52  Yet  
another   imperial   trope  was   the   ‘British  Lion’,  which   featured  on   the   front   cover  of  
the  Economist   in  mid-­‐‑May—an  image   that  required  no  explanation   in   the  Falklands  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
47  Parliamentary  Debates,  Commons,  13  May  1982,  Vol.  23,  cols.  1020–21.  
48  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  14  April  1982,  col.  1181.  
49  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,   14  April   1982,   col.   1185.  Hamilton  was   an   anti-­‐‑nationalist   Scot,   but  
also  a  strongly  anti-­‐‑monarchy  republican.  
50  ‘The  Killing  Goes  On’,  New  Statesman,   28  May  1982;   ‘Tory   Instincts  Pay  Off’,  Observer,   23  
May  1982;  Dino,  ‘Boadicea  Cartoon’,  New  Worker,  18  June  1982.  Even  if  Boadicea  was  a  failed  
anti-­‐‑imperial  figure,  it  does  not  seem  likely  that  people  who  referred  to  her  were  taking  into  
consideration  who  she  was  fighting  and  why.  Rather,  there  seems  to  have  been  a  melding  of  
Britannia  in  her  war  chariot  and  the  pre-­‐‑Britannic  icon  of  Boadicea  in  many  of  these  cases.  
51  Parl.  Deb.,  Lords,  29  April  1982,  col.  1008.  
52  ‘Elizabeth  or  Boadicea?’,  Economist,  1  May  1982.  
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context.53  As   the   war   progressed   in   Britain’s   favour,   people   often   drew   on   this  
analogy   to   explain   the   country’s   abiding   greatness.   For   example,   a   letter   to   the  
Guardian  in  early  June  expressed  gratitude  that  Britain  had  ‘a  substantial  number  of  
its  people  backing  government  policies  in  a  manner  that  shows  that  our  slumbering  
lion  still  retains  teeth  and  courage’.54  
Frequently,   politicians,   journalists   and   ordinary   citizens   employed   the   rhetorical  
device   of   the   imperial   sunset.  Occasionally,   it  was   used   in   a   positive   light,   as   in   a  
piece  in  early  June  by  the  staunchly  pro-­‐‑Falklands  Lord  Buxton,  in  which  he  outlined  
the   reasons   ‘why   the   sun   must   never   set   on   the   Falklands’.55  This   piece   clearly  
conceded  that  dusk  had  set  on  the  British  empire,  but  in  using  this  analogy,  it  took  a  
favourable   view   of   retaining   an   imperial   remnant   in   the   South   Atlantic.   On   other  
occasions   it   was   used   as   a   warning   against   making   costly   and   unrealistic  
commitments  in  the  region,  as  exemplified  in  a  leader  in  the  Economist,  which  argued  
that  the  ‘immediate  military  objective  is  negotiation,  not  permanent  re-­‐‑occupation  of  
a  colony  on  the  far  margins  of  an  empire  on  which  the  sun  has  set’.56  In  most  cases  it  
was  deployed  in  a  critical  tone—an  attitude  adopted  by  a  New  Statesman  piece  which  
lambasted   the   FCO   for   failing   ‘to   recognise   that   the   sun   set   on   the   British   Empire  
long  ago’.57  Here  the  implication  was  that  the  Islands  were  an  imperial  anachronism,  
and  if  they  were  repossessed  by  the  UK,  this  situation  would  be  perpetuated.    
Comparisons  with  particular  episodes  in  Britain’s  history  were  a  recurrent  feature  in  
the  public   sphere.  This,  of   course,   is  not   surprising,   since  we   tend   to   relate   current  
events  to  the  past,  in  some  shape  or  form.  We  summon  familiar  images  in  our  mind  
in  order   to  understand  what   is   in   front  of  us.  What   is  perhaps  most   telling  here   is  
that  the  memories  triggered  by  the  conflict  in  the  Falklands  gave  the  war  a  distinctly  
imperial  flavour  in  the  eyes  of  many,  distinguishing  it  from  other  military  ventures.  
The   Boer   War   was   a   classic   example,   partly   because   of   the   mood   of   jingoism  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
53  ‘Let  Him  Go?’,  Economist,  15  May  1982;  Michael  White,  ‘The  British  Lion  Is  Caught  with  His  
Trousers  Down’,  Guardian,  3  April  1982.  
54  Tom  Jones,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Guardian,  4  June  1982.  
55  Lord  Buxton,  ‘Why  the  Sun  Must  Never  Set  on  the  Falklands’,  Daily  Mail,  4  June  1982.  
56  ‘By  Jingo’,  Economist,  10  April  1982.  
57  Tessa  Blackstone,  ‘Overpaid,  Overfed  and  over  There’,  New  Statesman,  4  June  1982.  
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prevalent   in   certain   sections   of   society,   and   to   some   extent   also   provoked   by  Mrs  
Thatcher’s  reference  to  Queen  Victoria’s  words  at  the  time  of  the  conflict  in  southern  
Africa—leading  Labour  MP  Robin  Cook  to  voice  his  fear  that  the  mistakes  made  in  
that  conflict  would  be  repeated  in  1982.58  
References  to  the  Second  World  War  were  far  more  recurrent.  Given  that  a  dictator  
had  ordered  the  invasion  of  the  Falklands,  comparisons  with  the  German  invasion  of  
Poland  abounded.  The  theme  of  not  appeasing  dictators,  drawing  comparisons  with  
Munich   in   1938,   was   an   invitation   to   people   in   Britain   to   resist   the   temptation   of  
taking   the  easy  way  out.59  Of   course,   this  also  chimed  with  other  British   traditions,  
such  as  Britain’s  military  history  and  the  widely  supported  cause  of  spreading  and  
defending   democracy   and   human   rights.   Yet  when   these   views  were   voiced,   they  
were   often   shot   through   with   imperial   rhetorical   currents.60  For   example,   when  
Britain   lost   HMS  Coventry   and   HMS  Atlantic   Conveyor   on   25  May,   the  Daily  Mail,  
looking   at   this   event   through   the   prism   of   British   ‘endurance   in   World   War   II’,  
declared:  
It  is  a  magnificent  military  enterprise  the  like  of  which  this  generation  has  not  seen,  
this  battle  fleet  with  its  100  ships  and  its  27,000  men  we  have  sent  to  the  very  ends  of  
the  earth  to  free  British  land  and  British  men,  women  and  their  children  from  armed  
foreign  occupation.61  
Granted,  some  references   to  World  War  II  during  the  Falklands  War  were  more  an  
allusion  to  Britain  fighting  ‘alone’  than  to  the  empire  itself,  the  very  mention  of  going  	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to  the  ‘very  ends  of  the  earth  to  free  British  land  and  British  men,  women  and  their  
children’   could   not   but   strike   an   imperial   chord.   Indeed,   it   is   no   simple  matter   to  
disentangle   imperial   resonances   from   the   more   specific   memory   of   the   struggle  
against   Hitler.   Nor,   indeed,   is   it   easy   to   distinguish   pro-­‐‑military   from   imperial-­‐‑
nostalgic  sentiment,  or  anti–Falklands  War  feelings  from  more  general  anti-­‐‑war  ones.  
The   point   here   is   not   to   paint   these   admittedly   distinct   viewpoints  with   the   same  
brush,   but   rather   to   trace   how   such   different   opinions   and   traditions   combined   to  
invest   the  Falklands  conflict  with  more  clearly   ‘imperial’  overtones.  Perhaps   it  was  
the  very  convergence  of  defending  Britons  across  the  seas,  military  traditions  and  the  
memory   of   empire   in   the   public   sphere—over   such   a   short   period   of   time—that  
impelled  some  in  Britain  to  view  the  war  as  an  ‘imperial  atavism’.  
Comparisons  with  Suez  also  proliferated,  and  were  highly  polemical.  Several  factors  
reminded   people   of   the   1956   crisis,   not   least   the   fact   that   the   3   April   emergency  
debate  was  the  first  to  be  held  on  a  Saturday  since  Suez,  as  well  as  the  United  States’  
refusal  to  openly  back  Britain  at  the  start  of  the  conflict  and  the  increasing  levels  of  
popular  xenophobia  and  media  warmongering.  A  most   telling  example  of   this  was  
perhaps   the   front   cover   of   Tribune   on   7   May   which,   drawing   on   the   lessons   of  
history,  exhorted  the  government  to  ‘Stop  this  Falklands  madness’.62  This,  of  course,  
was  one  perspective  on  the  issue,  but  whether  or  not  people  agreed  with  the  aptness  
of   this   comparison,   supporters   and   detractors   alike   engaged   in   debates   about  
‘colonialism’  and  ‘imperial  self-­‐‑interest’.63    
Not   surprisingly,   given   that   the   Falkland   Islands   were   a   colonial   territory,   the  
memory  of  decolonisation  also  featured  prominently  in  the  public  sphere.  Deploring  
the  escalation  of  the  war,  for  instance,  Lord  Jenkins  of  Putney  declared:    
I  am  sure  I  am  not  alone   in  having  come  across,   in  distant  parts,   the  graves  of  men  
who  died  in  the  acquisition  of  the  British  Empire.  It  is  a  melancholy  experience,  but  
not  so  sad  as  to  see  the  more  recent  graves  of  those  who  died  because  we  hung  on  too  
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63  Geoffrey  Hodgson,   ‘Why  Margaret  Thatcher  Was  Right   to  Send  the  Fleet’,  New  Statesman,  
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long—the  graves  near  Aden;  those  who  died  at  Suez;  and  now  those  who  have  died  
(and,  unless  we  can  stop  it,  will  die)  in  the  South  Atlantic.64  
At  the  root  of  this  argument  was  the  belief  that  defending  the  Falklands  went  against  
the   imperatives  of  decolonisation—a  point   that  Lord  Hooson  had  alluded  to  earlier  
in   the   debate,   when   he   remarked   that   the   ‘the   defence   capability   which   was  
appropriate   to   a   far-­‐‑flung   empire   is   no   longer   appropriate   to   us’. 65   Similarly,  
Guardian  columnist  Peter  Jenkins,  on  the  eve  of  the  British  attack  on  South  Georgia,  
warned   against   asserting   that   the   Islanders’   right   to   self-­‐‑determination   was  
paramount.  In  one  of  his  rare  incursions  into  the  imperial  past,  he  protested  that  the  
Islanders  ‘cannot  wish  the  British  Empire  back  into  existence’—in  other  words,  ‘they  
cannot  determine  that   the  whole  of  Britain’s   foreign  and  defence  policy  be  directed  
towards   the   creation   of   a   world   safe   for   South   Atlantic   sheep-­‐‑shearers’.66  Jenkins’  
general   tendency  was   to  write  about   the   ‘here  and  now’,  which  only  highlights   the  
capacity  of   the   ‘empire   redux’  metaphor   to   rise   to   the   surface   in   the  most  unlikely  
places.    
Moreover,   this   was   not   only   a   problem   of   limited   resources   or   of   peeling   back  
Britain’s  defence  commitments.  There  were  also  moral  obligations  at  stake.  A  case  in  
point  was  a  letter  to  the  Times  arguing  that  it  would  be  preferable  ‘to  surrender  the  
Falkland   Islands   than   to   shed   another   drop   of   blood   in   the   cause   of   maintaining  
British   claims   to   remote   and   isolated   legacies   of   an   empire’.   The   ‘reluctance   of   the  
islanders   to   surrender   their   lands’  was,   in   that   reader’s   view,   akin   to   the   stance   of  
‘many   Britons   in   many   countries   where   the   British   flag   has   ceased   to   fly’. 67  
Interestingly,   here   was   an   argument   where—whether   rightly   or   wrongly—the  
Falkland  Islanders  were  being  likened  to  British  settlers  in  the  colonial  world,  which  
suggested   that   the   Greater   British   argument   for   protecting   ‘kith   and   kin’  must   be  
superseded   by   the   obligations   of   decolonisation.   Echoes   of   Rhodesia   were  
particularly   vivid   here,   as   a   recent   event   involving   a   British   colony   with   a   settler  
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population.  For  some,  any  moral  qualms  they  may  have  felt  in  defending  the  whites  
in  Rhodesia  were  irrelevant  in  the  case  of  the  Falklands,  due  to  the  absence  of  natives.  
Others,  nonetheless,  used   this  very  analogy  against   the  defence  of  white  Britons   in  
the  Islands.  A  good  example  of  this  was  a  piece  in  Tribune,  which  argued  that  in  the  
Falklands  the  Conservative  Right  had  acquired  a  dominant  role,  in  a  similar  fashion  
to  the  Rhodesian  crisis,  which  ‘was,  among  other  things,  symbolic  of  the  white  man’s  
dominance,  of  Empire,  of  days  long  gone  when  the  blacks  were  ruled  by  the  Blues’—
the  inference  here  being  perhaps  that  a  streak  of  imperialism  survived  in  that  faction  
of  the  Conservative  Party.68    
Both   the   general   imperial   images   and   the   more   specific   references   to   particular  
episodes  in  imperial  history  have  elements  in  common.  In  many  cases,  the  rationale  
behind  the  critics’  arguments  was,  partly,  an  aversion  to  violence  and  an  increase  in  
defence   spending—hence   the   comparisons   with   the   nineteenth   century,   gunboats,  
Victorianism,  the  Boer  War  and  Suez.  Not  even  the  logic  that  ‘aggression  must  not  be  
seen   to   pay’   went   unscathed.   Some   pointed   out   that   Britain’s   former   role   as  
international  policeman  was  now  a  distant  memory,  and  therefore  the  UK  should  not  
seek   to   get   involved   in   far-­‐‑flung   places.   The   memory   of   decolonisation,   in   turn,  
reminded   people   of   Britain’s   recalibrated   defence   priorities,   while   Rhodesia  
provided  a  ready  parallel  of  a  case  involving  British  settlers  who  had  fought  to  retain  
their   Britishness   against   the   exigencies   of   the   end   of   empire—with   the   emotional  
conflict  of  interests  that  it  had  caused  in  Britain.  
One  revealing  side  effect  of  these  imperial  references  was  the  reactions  they  elicited,  
infuriating  many  and  generating  heated  debate   in  different  arenas.  This  underlines  
how  potent  accusations  of  imperialism  could  be,  and  the  need  to  refute  them  in  the  
case  of  the  Falklands  also  says  much  about  the  easy  association  between  the  Islands  
and   empire.   The   defence   of   Britain’s   actions   in   the   South   Atlantic   sought   to   play  
down  any  suggestions  of   imperialism.  For  example,  an  opinion  piece   in  the  Express  	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in   the   immediate   aftermath   of   the  Belgrano  and  Sheffield   incidents   clarified   that   the  
UK   was   ‘not   engaged   in   a   piece   of   gunboat   diplomacy’,   ‘in   any   act   of   colonial  
repression’,   or   even   trying   ‘to   grab   and  hold   that  which   belongs   to   someone   else’.  
The   rationale   for   the  war  was   very  different:   ‘we   are  defending   ourselves   and  our  
own’.69  Similarly,   Ferdinand  Mount   (who   would   later   head   the   Number   10   Policy  
Unit   at   Downing   Street),   writing   for   the   Spectator,   also   supported   the   Falklands  
campaign   as   a   ‘quixotic   but   necessary   enterprise’,   explaining   that   what   in   fact  
propelled   ‘the   task  force   is  not  a  post-­‐‑imperial  delusion  or  a  neo-­‐‑colonialist  rush  of  
blood   to   the   head’,   but   rather   ‘an   extension   of   the   de-­‐‑colonising   principle   of   self-­‐‑
determination’.70  The   very   fact   that   this   case   had   to   be   so   staunchly   defended,  
however,  is  tangible  proof  of  the  very  real  doubts  and  grey  areas  that  coexisted  with  
wholehearted  support  of  the  war  in  British  public  opinion.  
Arguments  of  this  sort  also  abounded  in  Westminster.  A  majority  of  these  came  from  
Conservative  benches,  but  also  from  not  a  few  Labour  politicians,  as  well  as  Liberals  
and   Social   Democrats.   Sometimes   their   arguments   took   the   form   of   pre-­‐‑emptive  
strikes   against   accusations   of   imperialism,   while   in   some   other   cases   it   was   a  
response   to   widespread   ‘misconceptions’   about   Britain’s   intentions   in   the   South  
Atlantic.   The   Conservative   Lord   Boothby,   for   instance,   reiterated   that   ‘we   are   not  
fighting   a   colonial  war   to   capture   an   island   in   the   South  Atlantic’.71  David  Owen’s  
claims  on  20  May  were  more  nuanced,  but  followed  the  same  logic.  He  implored  the  
government  to  be  open  to  negotiating  the  future  of  the  Falklands,  since  Britain  was  
‘not   pursuing   a   colonial   claim’.72  Meanwhile,   Conservative   MP   David   Atkinson  
pleaded  with  other  MPs  to  ‘accept  no  lectures  on  imperialism  or  colonialism’,  while  
Labour’s  Ken  Weech  rejected  the  ‘imperial  dimension  of  this  dispute’  as  ‘a  complete  
fiction’.73  In  the  Upper  House,  Lord  Ardwick  remonstrated  against  those  critics  from  
‘abroad’  who  believed  ‘that  the  great  possession  of  far-­‐‑flung  territory,  even  if  it  does  	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not   involve   the   subjugation   of   another   nation,   is   in   itself   a   form   of   imperialism’,74  
while  Lord  Gridley  responded  to  Argentina’s  anti-­‐‑colonial  arguments  by  saying  that  
Britain   ‘ha[s]   an   honourable   record   in   the   manner   in   which   we   have   divested  
ourselves  of  our  colonies’.75    
A   common   retort   among   those   angered   by   arguments   about   colonialism   and  
imperialism  was  that  the  real  imperialists  were  not  the  British,  but  the  Argentines.76  
They   often   maintained   that   Britain   was   mostly   driven   by   the   principle   of   self-­‐‑
determination,  an  eminently  anti-­‐‑imperial  doctrine.77  Perhaps  reflecting  some  qualms  
about  the  possession  of  territory  thousands  of  miles  away,  David  Steel,  leader  of  the  
Liberal   Party,   clarified   that   his   support   for   the  military   campaign  was   based  upon  
the   objective   of   ‘safeguarding   the   lives   and   freedom   of   the   1,800   citizens   on   the  
Falkland  Islands’,  rather  than  that  of  conducting  ‘a  necessarily  bloody  battle  over  the  
recovery   of   imperial   territory’. 78   Likewise,   a   statement   from   the   Conservative  
Michael  Mates  evinced  similar  sensitivities:  ‘people  who  wish  that  our  imperial  past  
would  return  are  wishing  for  the  impossible’.79    
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Perhaps   one   of   the  most   unusual   defenders   against   the   charge   of   ‘imperial   redux’  
was   the   Labour   Party’s   Lord   Fenner   Brockway—renowned   as   a   veteran   anti-­‐‑
imperialist,   founder   of   the   Movement   for   Colonial   Freedom   and   campaigner   for  
nuclear  disarmament.80  He  was  not  normally  to  be  found  among  those  defending  the  
government  against  accusations  of  this  kind.  On  this  occasion,  however,  he  could  not  
bring  himself   to   agree.  Although  he   cautioned   against   being   in   the   Islands   ‘on   the  
basis  of   the  old,   imperialist,  colonialist  attitude  of  occupying  other  territories   in  the  
world’,  he  insisted  that  Britain  had  a  right  to  protect  the  Islanders,  given  their  wish  
to   remain  British,  whose   ‘amazing   loyalty   to  Great  Britain’  was  worthy  of  praise.81  
This  may  seem  out  of  character,  as  it  was  certainly  not  part  of  his  normal  repertoire.  
Yet,  although  his  main  emphasis  here  was  revulsion  against  the  Junta  and  respect  for  
human   rights,   this   example   shows  how   rhetorical   currents   could  be   reproduced   in  
unexpected   places.   Indeed,   in   a   sense,   his   line   of   reasoning   echoed—however  
improbably—the  views  of  Alan  Clark,   emphasising  both   the   ethical   imperatives   in  
the   Falklands   (above   those   of   other   ‘betrayed’   communities),  and   the  moral   chasm  
separating  the  Islanders  from  the  Rhodesian  settlers.82  Though  positioned  at  opposite  
ends  of   the  political   spectrum,  both  Clark  and  Brockway  depicted   the  Falklanders’  
loyalty  as  distinct  from  other  settler  communities  that  had  claimed  a  similar  status  in  
UK   affections   in   the   1950s   and   ‘60s.   This   perhaps   illustrates   how   arguments   of   a  
Greater   British   nature   and   those   referring   to   a   more   general   imperial   tradition  
awkwardly   interacted  with  each  other—evidence  also  of   the  pervasiveness  of   these  
views.  Indeed,  even  the  denial  that  there  was  any  significant  imperial  dimension  to  
the  South  Atlantic  conflict  often  meshed  seamlessly  with  an  affirmation  of  the  ideals  
of  Greater  Britain.  
  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
80  For  more  on  Fenner  Brockway,  see  Chapter  6:  ‘The  Movement  for  Colonial  Freedom,  1954–
1964’,  in  Stephen  Howe,  Anticolonialism  in  British  Politics:  The  Left  and  the  End  of  Empire,  1918–
1964  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  1993).    
81  Parl.  Deb.,  Lords,  3  April  1982,  col.  1589;  Parl.  Deb.,  Lords,  29  April  1982,  col.  994;  Parl.  Deb.,  
Commons,  14  April  1982,  col.  340.  
82  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  7  April  1982,  col.  1037;  Clark,  ‘Rebirth’,  Sunday  Express,  16  May  1982.  
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‘Late  flutters  of  the  post-­‐‑Imperial  heart’:  the  Falklands  and  the  ‘British  problem’    
Arguably   the   main   intersecting   point   between   the   two   key   resonances   of   Greater  
Britain  and  ‘gunboat’  imperialism,  however,  was  that  both  prompted  reflections  and  
reassessments  of  British  identity.  Just  as  the  emphasis  on  the  protection  of  ‘kith  and  
kin’   had   elicited   spirited   debates   in   the   UK   about   the   nature   of   Britishness,  
particularly   in   the   ‘Celtic   nations’,   the   increasingly   imperial   undertones   that   the  
conflict  acquired  also  invited  a  fresh  examination  of  the  so-­‐‑called  ‘British  problem’.  
There  are  two  particular  contributions  worth  exploring  in  this  regard.  On  9  April,  the  
editorial  in  the  New  Statesman  argued  that  the  Falklands—like  other  recent  problems  
in  the  wake  of  empire—were  ‘late  flutters  of  the  post-­‐‑Imperial  heart’,  a  clear  sign  that  
Britain  had  not  learnt,  and  would  never  learn,  from  its  past  imperial  mistakes.  At  the  
heart  of  this  stumbling  block  was  the  idea  of  Britain  itself:  
The   reason,   of   course,   is   that   the   thing   we   still   have   to   call   our   government—the  
United  Kingdom  state—was  never  designed  to  rule  a  group  of  democratic,  European  
industrial  nations  such  as  the  English,  the  Scots,  the  Welsh  and  the  Irish  are  capable  
of  being.  It  was  brought  into  existence  to  run,  by  bluff  and  cheapskate  contrivance,  a  
shabby   world-­‐‑wide   empire   that   was   assembled   by   blunder,   force   and   fraud   in  
varying  proportions.  Like  an  old,  mangy  lion,  it  knows  no  other  trick,  and  so  long  as  
it  has  its  dominion  over  us  it  will  betray  us—and  make  us  pay  the  price  of  betrayal  in  
our  own  best  blood.83  
This,   no  doubt,  was   a  well-­‐‑rehearsed  argument   from   the  Left   but,   regardless   of   its  
rights  and  wrongs,  its  ultimate  significance  lies  in  that  it  spelt  out  how  the  legacy  of  
empire  became  manifest  in  the  Falklands  crisis,  not  only  as  a  crisis  of  empire,  but  a  
crisis  of  Britishness  itself.  
Following  a  similar   line,  a  piece   in  the  Times  during  the  month  of  April,  written  by  
historian  and  CND  supporter  E.P.  Thompson,  provided  a  clear  and  cogent  exposé  of  
the   imperial   redux  argument.  As  Britain  prepared   to   introduce   the  Total  Exclusion  
Zone   in   the   South   Atlantic,   Thompson   feared   its   possible   consequences.   Though  
perhaps  simplistic  at  times  due  to  its  journalistic  nature,  his  analysis  contained  some  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
83  ‘Mad  Margaret  and  the  Voyage  of  Dishonour’,  New  Statesman,  9  April  1982.  
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interesting   insights,   expounding  with   great   clarity   on   the   connections   between   the  
Falklands  War  and  the   legacies  of   imperial   retreat.  His   first   impressions  of   the  war  
transported  him  back  several  decades,  as  though  ‘passing  through  a  time-­‐‑warp  into  
an  earlier  imperial  age’.  He  described  suddenly  finding  himself  ‘back  in  the  days  of  
Dunkirk’,      
replayed   this   time   as   a   nostalgic   period   piece,  with   parliamentarians   ‘speaking   for  
Britain’,  with   chat-­‐‑show   chairmen   conducting   consensual   exercises,  with  peers   and  
politicians   pointing   their   paunches   at   the   cameras,   with   schoolboys   packing   their  
portholes   to   sing   ‘Rule   Britannia’,   and  with   the   fleet   leaving   the   cheering   quays   of  
Portsmouth  and  standing  off  into  a  westering  sun.  
This  ‘moment  of  imperial  atavism,  drenched  with  the  nostalgias  of  …  the  officer  class  
of  my  own  generation’,  had  been  latent  since  the  end  of  empire:  ‘It  was  as  if  the  need  
for   a   pageant   of   this   kind   had   long   been   working   itself   up   to   the   surface   of   the  
collective  unconscious   and   the  Falklands   crisis   gave   it   the  pretext   to   come  out’,   he  
argued.   Interestingly,   Thompson   made   a   distinction   between   the   nature   of   the  
conflict—which   he   did   not   deem   imperial—and   the   response,   which   evinced   a  
deeper  yearning  for  ‘a  true  imperial  catharsis’.  For  this  catharsis  to  be  achieved,  the  
conflict   would   need   to   be   escalated—responding   to   those   ‘atavistic   moods   of  
violence’  simmering  beneath  the  surface.84    
Thompson’s   appraisal   summarised   some   of   the   key   features   of   the   ‘empire   redux’  
views:  an  uncanny  resemblance  with  past  imperial  episodes,  a  propensity  to  violence  
and,  ultimately,  a  concealed  desire  for  a  ‘true  imperial  catharsis’:  the  purification  of  
Britain’s   post-­‐‑imperial   decline   and   guilt.   This   latter   point   is   probably   the   most  
significant,  as  it  incorporated  the  objections  to  the  accusations  of  imperialism,  when  
he   conceded   that   the   conflict   was   not   imperial   per   se.   Thompson’s   pacifist   politics  
presumably  led  him  to  afford  excessive  agency  to  those  ‘atavistic  moods  of  violence’;  
yet   his   appraisal   can   also   provide   a   useful   framework   to   understand   the   evidence  
presented  here.  The  memory  of  empire—as  expressed  in  political  rhetoric,  the  media  
and   also   in   private   correspondence—had   the   capacity   to   influence   people’s  
perception  of  the  war  and  thus  condition  whether  they  supported  or  condemned  the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
84  Thompson,  ‘Neither  Side’,  Times,  29  April  1982.  
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government’s  actions.  By  keeping  a  door  open  to  the  potential  influence  of  imperial  
memories   and   legacies,   we   may   better   understand   their   role   and   the   interaction  
between  the  defence  of   ‘kith  and  kin’  and  the  more  generalised  memory  of  empire.  
Can   all   of   this   be   merely   dismissed—as   it   has   been—as  mere   superficial   populist  
rhetoric?  
Before  answering  this,  it  is  important  to  clarify  that,  in  presenting  the  evidence  here,  
I  am  not  claiming  that  Britain  fought  in  the  Falklands  to  restore  its  empire,  or  that  the  
military   campaign   was   entirely   or   mainly   driven   by   neo-­‐‑colonial   motives.   There  
were  other  factors  at  play,  which  are  well  known:  the  principle  of  self-­‐‑determination;  
the   principle   that   aggression  must   not   be   seen   to   pay,   particularly   in   a   dangerous  
Cold  War  world;  the  risk  of  nuclear  warfare;  the  precedent  that  could  be  set  for  other  
disputed   regions  of   the  world;   respect   for  democracy  and  human  rights.  For  many  
people   (including   politicians)   these   were   honest   preoccupations,   not   a   masterful  
deception   concealing   less   commendable   ulterior  motives.   Indeed,   the  war   posed   a  
serious  dilemma  for  those  who  would  otherwise  have  opposed  a  military  adventure  
to  retake  a  colony:  what  was  at  stake  here  was  also  the  defence  of  innocent  Islanders  
against   what   was   seen—not  without   justice—as   a   brutal   dictatorship.   Thus,   while  
some   accused  Thatcher   of   neo-­‐‑imperialism,   others   highlighted   the   abysmal  human  
rights   record   of   the   Argentine   Junta—whom   many   referred   to   as   a   ‘fascist’  
dictatorship.  
Moreover,  and  perhaps  not  surprisingly,  given  the  brevity  of  the  war  and  the  general  
nature  of   imperial   rhetoric,   the   language  and   imagery  used   in   the  public   sphere   to  
make  sense  of  the  prosecution  of  the  war  does  not  seem  to  have  infiltrated  the  day-­‐‑
to-­‐‑day   calculations   of   those   who   were   actually   prosecuting   it.   ‘Empire’—and   its  
derivatives—is   conspicuous   by   its   absence   in   War   Cabinet   documents,   FCO   files  
from   the   months   of   the   war,   and   Prime   Minister’s   Office   files—not   to   mention  
Defence   and  other  departments.  While   the   existence  of   some  accusations  of  British  
neo-­‐‑colonialism   in   the   international   forum   was   sometimes   acknowledged,   the  
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general   tenor   of   most   exchanges   in   Whitehall   was   not   self-­‐‑consciously   imperial.85  
References   to   the  Islanders  as   ‘kith  and  kin’  were  sparse,  and  other  objectives  were  
often  voiced  alongside  them.86    
The  Prime  Minister  did  occasionally  refer  to  empire-­‐‑related  matters  in  public,  be  it  in  
parliamentary  debates,  on  television  or  radio.  She  publicly  defended  Britain’s  ‘record  
of   bringing   colonies   to   true   independence’   against   Argentine   accusations   of  
colonialism,   while   she   stressed   that   the   key   principle   in   the   Falklands   was   self-­‐‑
determination,  not  colonialism.87  More  frequently,  she  made  statements  of  a  Greater  
British   variety:   the   Falklanders,   she   stressed,   were   ‘our   own   people’   and   ‘family’;  
they   were   ‘British   in   stock   and   tradition’,   and   their   undying   loyalty   must   be  
reciprocated.88  Yet  direct  references  to  empire  were  almost  non-­‐‑existent.  Perhaps  the  
Cheltenham   speech,   pronounced   in   the   immediate   aftermath   of   the   conflict,  was   a  
notable  exception.   In  any  event,   there   is  no  evidence   that  she  sought   to   impress  on  
her  War  Cabinet   throughout   the   conflict   that  Britain  had  been   ‘the  nation   that  had  
built  an  Empire  and  ruled  a  quarter  of  the  world’.89  Nor  had  she  spent  hours  plotting  
how   she   might   expand   a   resurrecting   empire   after   victory   in   the   South   Atlantic.  
When   it   came   to   the   nitty-­‐‑gritty   of   conducting   warfare,   ‘imperial’   concerns   were  
subordinate   to   the  more   immediate  business  of  prosecuting   the  war.  This   is  where  
most   of   criticism  of   the   ‘empire   redux’   thesis   has   its   origins   in   the   historiography.  
These   critics  would   argue   that  whatever   ‘imperial’  manifestations   the   conflict   had  
were  superficial  rather   than  deeply   ingrained  in  British  society  or  government.  The  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
85  For   example,   TNA   PREM   19/624,  May   1982;   TNA   PREM   19/647,  May   1982;   TNA   PREM  
19/614,   April   1982;   TNA   PREM   19/615,   April   1982;   TNA   PREM   19/616,   April   1982;   TNA  
PREM   19/635,   June   1982;   TNA  CAB   164/1622,   April–June   1982;   TNA  CAB   164/1626,   June–
October  1982;  TNA  CAB  148/211,  1982;  TNA  CAB  148/212,  1982;  TNA  FCO  7/4490,  1982;  TNA  
FCO  7/4522,  1982;  TNA  INF  6/2158,  June–October  1982.    
86  See  TNA  PREM  19/624,  Statement  by  Secretary  of  State  for  Defence,  3  May  1982.  ‘We  must  
never   forget’,   stated  Nott,   ‘that   the   Islands   are   British   and   are   settled   by   people   of   British  
descent—and  they  have  been  invaded  by  an  aggressor  who  must  now  withdraw’.    
87  THCR   5/1/1d/8,  MT   speech   to   the   Scottish   Conservative   Party   Conference,   14  May   1982;  
THCR  5/1/1d/8,  MT  speech  to  Conservative  Women’s  Conference,  26  May  1982;  THCR,  MT  
radio  interview  for  BBC  Radio  2  Jimmy  Young  Programme,  19  May  1982.  
88  THCR  5/1/1d/8,  MT  speech  to  Conservative  Women’s  Conference;  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  3  
April  1982,  col.  634;  THCR,  MT  TV  interview  for  BBC  (Falklands),  2  June  1982.  
89  THCR  1/17/94,  MT  speech  at  Conservative  rally  (Cheltenham).  
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imperial   imagery   and   language   evoked  by   the  war   are   explained  away  by   citing   a  
number  of  external  reasons.  The  Falklands,   for  one  thing,  were  one  of  Britain’s   few  
remaining  colonies.  In  many  ways,  they  were  more  archaic  than  other  colonies  (such  
as  Hong  Kong)  due   to   their   remoteness  and  underdevelopment,   retaining  many  of  
the   trappings   of   empire—most   visibly   manifested   in   the   dominant   role   of   the  
Falkland   Islands   Company,   and   particularly   in   the   figure   of   the   Governor,   his  
uniform  and  all  the  pomp  and  circumstance  accompanying  it.  The  sudden  exposure  
to  all   this   in  April  1982  could  not  but  bring  to  mind  older  days   in  Britain’s  history.  
The  war   itself,   conventional   and   old-­‐‑fashioned,   produced   echoes   of   older   imperial  
wars,  many  of  which  were  still  within  living  memory  for  anyone  over  forty  or  fifty  
years  of  age.  And  even   the  argument  about   the  defence  of  Britons   ‘across   the  seas’  
had   become,   in   the   eyes   of   many,   an   obsolescent   idea   since   the   advent   of  
decolonisation—and  particularly  in  the  light  of  Britain’s  economic  decline.  
It   is  also  important  to  acknowledge  that  many  of  those  opposing  the  war  were  also  
driven   by   the   concerns   (often,   the   ideologies)   of   the   day—adding   a   further  
complication   to   this   analysis.   Traditions   such   as   pacifism   (and  CND-­‐‑style   ‘nuclear  
pacifism’)  were  an   important  element   in  opposition.   Indeed,   for   some  pacifists,   the  
UK  state   (and   the  nation-­‐‑state   in  general)  was   the  problem,  and   the  Falklands  War  
was  merely   a  manifestation  of   the   inherently   imperial   aspects  underlying   it.  Others  
feared  a  possible  escalation  into  a  Third  World  War.  The  imperial  element  here  was,  
in   their   view,   visible   in   the   ‘atavistic   moods   of   violence’   that   pervaded   public  
opinion,  the  media  and  political  discourse.  In  some  cases,  the  embrace  of  ideas  about  
a  ‘worldwide  British  family’  was  rooted  in  what  some  call   international  or  imperial  
‘white   labourism’.90  Many   on   the   Left,   moreover,   concerned   with   the   levels   of  
unemployment  and   inequality  within  Britain,  would  not   tolerate  spending  millions  
of  pounds   for   the   sake  of   recovering  a   ‘relic   of   empire’,   or   of   resurrecting  national  
pride.  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
90  For  more  on   this,   see,   for   instance:   Jonathan  Hyslop,   ‘The   Imperial  Working  Class  Makes  
Itself  “White”:  White  Labourism  in  Britain,  Australia,  and  South  Africa  before  the  First  World  
War’,   Journal   of   Historical   Sociology   12,   no.   4   (1999);   William   Kenefick,   ‘Confronting  White  
Labourism:  Socialism,  Syndicalism,  and  the  Role  of  the  Scottish  Radical  Left  in  South  Africa  
before  1914’,  International  Review  of  Social  History  55,  no.  1  (2010).  
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Thus  there  are  prima  facie  grounds  for  agreeing  with  those  ‘minimalist’  scholars  who  
have  addressed  the  imperial  echoes  of  the  Falklands  War  and  found  them  wanting.  
Reynolds’  argument  that  Thatcher’s  attitude  towards  the  Islands  ‘did  not  portend  a  
global   policy   of   proud   neo-­‐‑imperialism’   cannot   be   gainsaid.91  Whiting’s   assertion  
that   ‘“self-­‐‑determination”   as   a   principle   was   corrosive   of   imperial   authority’   is  
correct.92  Porter   is  essentially   right   to  claim   that   the  conflict   ‘did  not   indicate   in   the  
least   that   “imperialism”  proper  was   about   to  be   resurrected,   even   if   that  had  been  
practicable;  or  that  anyone  intended  it  should  be’.93  So  too  is  Howe’s  assessment  that  
the   Falklands   ‘crisis   was   certainly   not   part   of   some   broad   pattern   of   seeking   to  
maintain  political  control  of  overseas  possessions’.94  With  the  benefit  of  hindsight,  we  
can  safely  affirm  that  the  British  empire  was  not  born  again  on  Mount  Tumbledown  
or   in   the  rough  waters  of   the  South  Atlantic.  This  may  seem  an  obvious  statement,  
but  that  is  as  far  as  these  claims  go.  
A   more   profitable   question   is   whether   the   memories   and   images   of   empire  
influenced,  often   in  profound  ways,   the  perceptions  of   the  South  Atlantic  War  and  
thereby  shaped  the  political  environment   that  determined  the  Thatcher  government’s  
room  for  manoeuvre.  Were   there  any  other   internal,  deeply   ingrained  reasons  why  
empire  came  to  be  an  easy,  ready-­‐‑made,  trope  for  understanding  the  Falklands?  The  
cumulative  weight  of  evidence  (much  of  it  sacrificed  to  the  cutting  room  floor  due  to  
its  sheer  repetitiveness)  seems  to  suggest  that  there  must  at  least  be  some  substance  
to   these   views.   In   this   context,   Nielsen   and   Ward’s   analysis   of   the   connections  
between   imperial   decline   and   the   rise   of   Scottish   separatism   may   be   instructive:  
‘Understanding   [post-­‐‑imperial]   responses   requires   attention,   not   only   to   material,  
economic  and  constitutional  realities,  but  also  to  the  symbolic  and  imaginative  realm  
that  was  no  less  abruptly  challenged  by  an  era  of  unprecedented  global  change’.95  A  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
91  Reynolds,  Britannia  Overruled,  261.  
92  Whiting,  ‘British  Politics’,  206.  
93  Porter,  Lion’s  Share,  342.  
94  Howe,  ‘Imperial  Aftershocks’,  239.  
95  Jimmi  Østergaard  Nielsen   and   Stuart  Ward,   ‘Three   Referendums   and   a   By-­‐‑Election:   The  
Shadow   of   Empire   in   Devolutionary   Politics’,   in   Scotland,   Empire   and   Decolonization   in   the  
Twentieth   Century,   ed.   Bryan   Glass,   Studies   in   Imperialism   (Manchester:   Manchester  
University  Press,  Forthcoming),  25.  
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similar  logic  may  be  applied  to  the  Falklands  War,  and  here  the  memory  of  empire  
acquires  a  special  significance.  Of  course,  the  historian  must  be  wary  of  uncritically  
reproducing   contemporary   ‘political   rhetoric   and   populist   commentary’,   yet   that  
does  not  take  away  their  value  and  influence  in  everyday  affairs.96  And  here  is  where  
the   minimalists’   assessment   fails   to   do   justice   to   the   complexity   of   the   imperial  
evidence.    
For   one,  Whiting’s   claim   that   ‘in   the  Falklands  War,   the   achievement  of   a  national  
purpose   had   been   shorn   of   imperial   significance’—simply   due   to   the   emphasis  
placed   on   self-­‐‑determination—lacks   empirical   substance.97  The   fact   that   it   did   not  
bring  the  empire  back  into  existence  does  not  disqualify  its  significance,  as  we  saw  in  
the  previous  chapter,  where  self-­‐‑determination  became  a  catalyst   for  accusations  of  
imperialism  on  the  ‘Celtic  fringe’.  To  conclude  otherwise  would  require  brushing  all  
the  evidence  of  imperial  language  and  rhetoric  under  the  carpet.  There  are  grounds  
for  conjecture   that  presenting   the  war  as  a   throwback   to  empire  probably  played  a  
role  in  persuading  some  people  to  oppose  the  military  campaign,  while  the  power  of  
imperial   reminiscence   to   make   the   British   military   response   acceptable   to   many  
speaks   volumes   about   the   potent   after-­‐‑effects   of   empire   long   after   its   political   and  
constitutional  dissolution.    
Darwin’s   argument   that   ‘London’s   casus   belli’   was   not   imperial,   because   of   its  
emphasis   on   self-­‐‑determination,   raises   similar   problems.   His   claim   that   the   Prime  
Minister   and   her   advisers  were   ‘careful   to   avoid   any   “imperial”   language’—while  
correct   in   one   sense,   as  we  have   seen—also   entails   a  narrow   focus  on   ‘dominating  
imperialism’,  overlooking  the  Greater  British  emphasis  on  defending  ‘kith  and  kin’.  
Equally,   to   argue   that   ‘the   stirring  memories   of   imperial   greatness’  did  not  directly  
influence   the   decision   to   send   the   Task   Force,   or   the   public   reaction   to   it,   takes   no  
account  of  the  possible  effects  of  the  flooding  of  the  public  sphere  with  the  memory  
of  empire  in  helping  garner  support  for  the  war.98  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
96  Nielsen  and  Ward,  ‘Three  Referendums’.  
97  Whiting,  ‘British  Politics’,  208.  
98  Darwin,  ‘Memory  of  Empire’,  30–31.  
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Porter   also   seems   to  miss   the   point  when   he   contends   that   there  was   ‘no   imperial  
rationale’  to  the  Falklands  War.  Quite  apart  from  the  fact  that  providing  a  rationale  is  
not  the  only  conceivable  post-­‐‑imperial  role  that  might  be  ascribed  to  the  war,  there  is  
abundant   evidence   of   a   rationale   rooted   in   the   imperial   past.   It   was   frequently  
reiterated  that  Britain’s  objective  was  to  rescue  the  Falklanders—who  were  ‘British  in  
stock  and   tradition’,   ‘our  people’,   ‘kith  and  kin’,   ‘our   family’;  who  spoke  with   ‘our  
accents’   and   cherished   age-­‐‑old   British   traditions.   These   views   were   profoundly  
steeped  in  imperial  experience:  that  of  the  white  empire,  largely  driven  by  the  idea  of  
Greater   Britain.   Furthermore,   Porter’s   argument   that   ‘no   one   appealed   to   the  
memory   of   the   British   empire’   seems   entirely   to   dismiss   the   body   of   evidence  
presented   here:   the   image   of   empire,   in   fact,   was   routinely   invoked   in   diverse  
quarters,   by   different   people   and   consistently   throughout   the   conflict.99  It  may   not  
have   been   proclaimed   from   the   doorstep   of   10   Downing   Street—or   even   overtly  
discussed   at   Cabinet   meetings,   for   that   matter.   But   it   surfaced   repeatedly   in  
Westminster,   Fleet   Street   and   in   the   housing   estates   of   the   United   Kingdom.   Not  
always  in  support  of  the  war;  not  always  against  it.  Yet  its  insistent  reappearance  in  
the  public  sphere  cannot  simply  be  waved  aside.  Equally,  another  highly  problematic  
claim  of  Porter’s  is  that  the  jingoism  flooding  much  of  the  public  square  was  ‘not  at  
all  an  imperial  one’,  since  it  did  not  reveal  ‘a  particular  imperial  as  against  a  merely  
national  pride’.100  It  may  be   true   that  much  of   it  was   an   expression  of   nationalism,  
but   this   was   often   so   heavily   couched   in   imperial   language   as   to   render   such   a  
distinction  highly  problematic.  More  to  the  point,  the  fact  that  the  popular  and  media  
reaction   to   the   Falklands   campaign   was   permeated   with   expressions   of   hyped-­‐‑up  
patriotism   also   gave   the   war   a   more   imperial   stigma   in   the   eyes   of   those   who  
opposed  it,  for  it  brought  flooding  back  memories  of  Suez  and  Victorian  wars.  This,  
in  turn,  brings  us  to  the  point  of  convergence  between  the  two  key  trends  outlined  in  
this  and  the  previous  chapter:  the  uneasiness  generated  by  the  jingoistic  element  had  
the  effect  of  infiltrating  the  consensus  about  the  inherent  Britishness  of  the  Islands.  In  
other   words,   as   the   fight   to   regain   the   Falklands   became   progressively   associated  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
99  Porter,  Absent-­‐‑Minded  Imperialists,  304.  
100  Porter,  Lion’s  Share,  342.  
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with  xenophobia,  pride,  violence  and  general  imperial  overtones,  many  began  to  cast  
doubt  on  the  very  values  underpinning  British  support  for  the  Islanders.  Here  is  an  
example   of   the   collective   memory   of   empire   directly   influencing   national  
identification.   The   war,   in   a   sense,   threw   up   a   whole   host   of   questions   about   the  
nature   of   British   patriotism,   exacerbating   existing   divisions   among   the   public   and  
their  representatives.    
This  may   shed   some   light   on  Howe’s   assessment   of   the   imperial   attributes   of   the  
Falklands  War.  Even  though  his  cogent  analysis  far  outclasses  the  competition,  there  
is  also  an  inclination  to  gloss  over  some  ‘specifically  “post-­‐‑imperial”  aspects’  of   the  
Falklands  War.101  It   is   true   that   ‘the  Atlantic   alliance   and   the  politics   of   the   second  
Cold   War   were   far   more   important   to   Thatcher-­‐‑era   foreign   policy   than   any  
specifically   post-­‐‑imperial   dimension’.102  Yet   perhaps   this   shows   an   overly   narrow  
focus   on   realpolitik,   disregarding   the   power   of   symbols   and   rhetoric   in   shaping  
choices,  attitudes  and  decisions.  For  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  Falklands  War—small  
and  insignificant  as  it  may  seem  today—was  charged  with  symbolism  and  shrouded  
in  memories   of   the   past.   In   the   eyes   of   some,  what   had   once   been   accepted   in   an  
imperial   context   could  no   longer   be   tolerated   in   a  post-­‐‑imperial  world.   For   others,  
the  Falklands  seemed  to  offer  the  opportunity  to  regain  some  of  what  had  been  lost  
with   the   retreat   from   empire—in   the   words   of   the   so-­‐‑called   ‘First   Lady   of   Fleet  
Street’,   ‘not   our   Empire’,   but   ‘our   spirit,   self-­‐‑respect,   comradeship   and   guts’.103  In  
both  cases,  empire  became  one  powerful,  pervasive  channel  through  which  approval  
or   disapproval   for   the  war  was   expressed,   and   through  which   its   significance  was  
understood.  Admittedly,  it  was  one  of  a  variety  of  channels,  yet  it  would  be  wrong  to  
disregard  it  entirely  as  a  mere  superficial  overlay  that  need  not  delay  historians.    
Within  that  symbolic  and  discursive  realm  belongs  the  idea  of  Greater  Britain,  which  
informed   Britain’s   relations   with   the   Falkland   Islanders—and   their   own   self-­‐‑
perception  within   the   ‘British  world’—at  a   far  deeper   level.  This  worldview,  as  we  
have  seen,  became  blurred  by  the  more  militaristic,  ‘gunboat  diplomacy’  imagery,  yet  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
101  Howe,  ‘Imperial  Aftershocks’,  247–48.  
102  Ibid.,  244.  
103  Rook,  ‘Land  of  Hope  and  Glory’,  Daily  Express,  19  May  1982.  
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it   remained   the   Falklands’   enduring—and   by   far   most   influential—imperial  
dimension.  It  was,  after  all,  one  of  Thatcher’s  core  stated  reasons  for  sending  the  Task  
Force  to  the  stormy  South  Atlantic:  
The  people   of   the   Falkland   Islands,   like   the  people   of   the  United  Kingdom,   are   an  
island  race.  Their  way  of  life  is  British;  their  allegiance  is  to  the  Crown.  They  are  few  
in  number,  but   they  have   the  right   to   live   in  peace,   to  choose   their  own  way  of   life  
and  to  determine  their  own  allegiance.104  
Greater  Britain,  no  doubt,  was  only  a  remnant  of  the  original  idea  that  had  united  the  
‘British  world’  in  the  high  tide  of  empire.  Its  global  bonding  qualities,  as  we  will  see  
in   the  next  chapter,  were  acutely   tested  by   the  conflict.  Yet   the  circumstances  of   its  
last-­‐‑ditch   defence   in   the   Thatcher   era   not   only   had   the   capacity   to   bring   dormant  
imperial   habits   of   mind   flooding   back   into   the   public   sphere,   but   also   to   raise  
difficult  questions  for  the  future  of  Britishness  itself.  
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5  
War  of  the  British  worlds  
The  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  and  the  Falklands1  
       
On  31  March  1914,  Harrods’  only  overseas  branch  opened   to   the  public  on  Buenos  
Aires’   elegant   Florida   Street.   The   luxurious   store   epitomised   the   extent   of   British  
influence   in   Argentina,   as   one   prominent   newspaper   editorial   proclaimed:   ‘The  
English   community   in   particular   has   reason   to   feel   proud   of   this   magnificent  
establishment  conceived  by  English  brains,  financed  by  English  capital’.  This  ‘Mecca  
of  society’,  as  the  store  was  branded,  was  enjoyed  both  by  the  almost  thirty  thousand  
British  subjects  living  in  the  Republic  and  by  wealthy  Argentines,  yet  it  was  not  the  
only   British   icon   in   the   capital.2  Only   ten   minutes   away   from   Harrods   was   an  
imposing   replica   of   London’s   Big   Ben,   known   as  Torre   de   los   Ingleses.   It   had   been  
commissioned   by   the   British   residents   of   Argentina   as   a   gift   to   the   nation   on   the  
centenary   of   the   May   Revolution,   which   had   paved   the   way   for   its   eventual  
independence  from  Spain  in  1816.  Erected  at  the  heart  of  Plaza  Británica  in  the  stylish  
barrio  Retiro,   the   clock   tower  was   just   steps   away   from   yet   another   British   symbol  
that   would   be   inaugurated   the   following   year:   the   majestic   Central   Argentine  
Railway   terminus.  Other   smaller   British   firms   and   establishments   also   proliferated  
around  Buenos  Aires,  as  we  can  glean  from  the  advertisements  routinely  displayed  
in   the   two  main   English-­‐‑language   newspapers   of   the   city—the  Buenos  Aires  Herald  
and   the   Standard—for   shops   and   businesses   that   projected   a   ‘British’   commercial  
image.   For   example,   on   2  April   1914,   the   pages   of   the   Standard   enticed   readers   to  
taste   ‘Pickwick  Marmalade’   and   ‘the   “Tiffin”   Pickles’   at   the   ‘Victoria   Tea   Rooms’,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  A  version  of   this   chapter  has  been  accepted   for  publication:  Ezequiel  Mercau,   ‘War  of   the  
British  Worlds:  The  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   and   the  Falklands’,   Journal   of  British  Studies   55,   no.   1  
(forthcoming  2016).  
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Graham-­‐‑Yooll,  The  Forgotten  Colony:  A  History  of  the  English-­‐‑Speaking  Communities  in  Argentina,  
Revised  ed.  (Buenos  Aires:  Literature  of  Latin  America,  1999),  267.  
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and   enjoy   ‘Luncheons   and   Teas’   at   ‘Le   Five   O’Clock”,   while   purchasing   ‘artistic  
Afternoon  Tea  sets’  at   ‘Mappin  &  Webb’,  or  developing  photographs  at   ‘Imperial’.3  
The  British  presence  in  Argentina,  moreover,  was  particularly  visible  on  Empire  Day,  
which  the  British  community  celebrated  in  grand  style.  On  24  May  1914,  for  instance,  
the  Standard   reported:   ‘the  Union   Jack  made  a  brave  show;   the  number  of  business  
houses   flying   the   red,  white,   and  blue  ensign   could  not   fail   to  give   the  man   in   the  
street  a  good  idea  of  the  big  stake  Britons  have  obtained  in  the  country’.4    
Sixty-­‐‑eight   years   later,  we   find   a   different   scene   entirely.   In   order   to   celebrate   the  
recovery   of   the  Malvinas   on   2   April   1982,   Harrods   (Buenos   Aires)   was   festooned  
with  Argentine  flags,  and  placed  advertisements  in  all  major  national  dailies  with  the  
slogan:   La   gran   tienda   argentina   adhiere   al   Gran   Momento   Nacional—‘The   great  
Argentine   store   supports   the   Great   National   Moment’.   That   such   a   symbol   of  
Britishness  was  now  presented  as  ‘la  gran  tienda  argentina’  reveals  far  more  than  the  
stake  of  Argentine  capital  in  the  company—it  also  signifies  a  conscious  shedding  of  
the   British   reputation   that   had   hitherto   been   an   asset   to   the   store.5  Businesses   and  
organisations   with   even   the   slightest   links   to   Britain   went   out   of   their   way   to  
publicly   declare   their   support   for   the   Argentine   cause.   The   Asociación   de   Cultura  
Británica   emphasised   its   Argentine   origins,   financing   and   character,   as   did   the  
refrigerator   manufacturers   McLean,   declaring:   ‘we   manufacture   cold,   but   we   are  
boiling   with   rage   about   our   Malvinas’.6  Like   Harrods,   by   saying   ‘our   Malvinas’,  
McLean  was  invoking  the  rhetoric  of  group  solidarity,  emphasising  its  local  roots  in  
order   to   dispel   any   doubts   about   its   loyalties   among   Argentine   customers.  
Meanwhile,   a   prominent   pharmacy   in   downtown   Buenos   Aires,   La   Franco   Inglesa,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3  ‘Miscellaneous  Advertisements’,  Standard,  2  April  1914.  
4  ‘Empire  Day:  Celebrations  in  Buenos  Aires’,  Standard,  24  May  1914.  
5  ‘Harrods  Advertisement’,  La  Nación,   4  April   1982.  While  Harrods   (Buenos  Aires)  was,   by  
1982,  no  longer  connected  to  its  namesake  in  Knightsbridge  (London)  but  largely  owned  by  
American   and   Argentine   capital,   it   still   remained   a   potent   symbol   of   ‘Britishness’   for   the  
Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  community.  
6   ‘Asociación   de   Cultura   Británica   Es   Argentina’,   Crónica,   10   April   1982;   ‘Mclean  
Advertisement’,  Crónica,  17  May  1982.  
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chose   to   drop   the  word   ‘Inglesa’   from   its   name   after   the   sinking   of   the  Belgrano   in  
early  May  1982.7  
To   some   extent,   this   change   in   rhetoric   could   be   seen   as   a   tactical   adjustment   at   a  
time   of   uncertainty   and   growing   anti-­‐‑British   feelings   in  Argentina.   In   fact,   several  
urban  landmarks  with  British  connections  were  ‘nationalised’:  Plaza  Británica  became  
Plaza  Fuerza  Aérea,  while  its  clock  tower  was  rechristened  Torre  Monumental.  Yet  these  
stories   also   typify   the   changes   that   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   community   at   large  
underwent  as  a  result  of  the  Falklands  War,  as  it  found  itself  wedged  between  what  
had   become   two   irreconcilable   identities.  While   several  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   publicly  
expressed   their   support   for   Argentina,   this   stance   was   by   no   means   unanimous.  
Rather,   identity   and   loyalty   became   the   subjects   of   fierce   debates   within   the  
community.   The  war   also   inspired   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   to   reach   out   to   the   Falkland  
Islanders—on  the  basis  of  a  shared  Britishness—in  order  to  assuage  their  fears.  All  of  
these  factors  illustrate  the  widening  breach  within  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  community  
and  the  deepening  fissures  between  them  and  the  ‘British  world’  that  was  integral  to  
their  self-­‐‑definition.  
This  chapter  explores  the  wider  implications  of  the  Falklands  War  in  a  ‘British  world’  
context   by   analysing   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   community’s   reactions   to   the   conflict.8  
Most  works  on  the  Falklands  conflict  tend  to  treat  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  angle  of  the  
story   as   a   bizarre   sideshow   with   little   bearing   on   the   political   stakes   of   the  
confrontation.   Yet  while   the   role   of   Argentina’s   British   community   in   the  military  
encounter  was  almost  negligible,  their  story  acquires  new  importance  when  viewed  
through   a   transnational   lens.   It   shows  how   the   global   reach   of   the   idea   of  Greater  
Britain—widely  proclaimed   in  Britain   in  defence  of   the   Islanders  at   the   time  of   the  
invasion—was  seriously  called  into  question  as  the  war  seemingly  pitted  two  British  
communities  against  each  other.    	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7  ‘La  Franco  Advertisement’,  Crónica,  6  May  1982.  
8  The   terms   ’Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   community‘   and   ’British   community‘—often   interchangeably  
used—are   equally   problematic   and   do   not   adequately   describe   the   community   in  
demographic  terms.  A  good  analysis  of  the  demographic  make-­‐‑up  of  the  community  can  be  
found  in  Graham-­‐‑Yooll,  Forgotten  Colony.    
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As  a  theoretical  framework  for  this  chapter,   it   is  worth  looking  at  Tamson  Pietsch’s  
proposal   of   the   study   of   ‘British  world   spaces’,   as   a  way   of   overcoming   a   lack   of  
clearly   defined   temporal   and   spatial   boundaries   in   British   world   scholarship.   She  
describes   these  spaces  as   ‘multiple  and   intersecting’  yet  also   ‘limited’  and  unequal.  
These   different   spaces   are   based   on   material   networks   and   exchanges,   on   ‘the  
ideational   tools   of   an   imagined   “global   Britishness”’,   and   on   the   physical   places  
where   British   societies   are   enacted.9  While   scholars   have   recently   expanded   the  
geographical  scope  of  British  world  studies,  Argentina  has  not  yet  been  prominently  
considered.   James  Belich’s  Replenishing  the  Earth  encompasses  Argentina  but   it  does  
not   explicitly   examine   this   community   from   a   Greater   British   perspective;   it  
emphasises   how   trade   relations   over   social   and   cultural   forces   shape   national  
identity.10  In   John  Darwin’s   account   of   the   ‘orphans   of   empire’,   those   ‘settlers   and  
expatriates’   who   remained   after   the   end   of   empire,   both   formal   and   informal,   the  
story  of  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  community  ends  with  the  nationalisation  of  the  British-­‐‑
owned   railways   in   Argentina   in   the   mid-­‐‑twentieth   century.11  Although   this   case  
would   normally   be   deemed   outside   the   spatial   and   temporal   boundaries   of   the  
‘British   world’,   this   chapter   argues   that   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines’   identification   with  
Britain   continued   into   the   early   1980s,  when  war,   rather   than   economics,   dealt   the  
most  severe  blow  to  their  sense  of  Britishness.  While  we  must  recognise  the  unique  
features  of   the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  crisis   in  1982,   it  also   forms  part  of  a   larger  process  
involving   embattled   Britons   in   disparate   parts   of   the  world   at   empire’s   end,   from  
Kenya  to  Rhodesia,  from  Northern  Ireland  to  Gibraltar.12  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9  Pietsch,  ‘Rethinking’,  463.  
10  Belich,  Replenishing,  179–80,  537.  
11  See   John  Darwin,   ‘Orphans  of  Empire’,   in  Settlers  and  Expatriates:  Britons  over   the  Seas,   ed.  
Robert  A.  Bickers,  Oxford  History  of   the  British  Empire  Companion  Series   (Oxford:  Oxford  
University  Press,  2010),  343–45.  
12  For   analyses   of   ‘embattled   Britons’   in   Rhodesia   since   UDI   and   in   Ulster   during   the  
Troubles,  see  Donal  Lowry,   ‘Ulster  Resistance  and  Loyalist  Rebellion  in  the  Empire’,   in  “An  
Irish   Empire”?   Aspects   of   Ireland   and   the   British   Empire,   ed.   Keith   Jeffery   (Manchester:  
Manchester  University   Press,   1996);   Lowry,   ‘Rhodesia’;   Schwarz,  White  Man’s  World;   Philip  
Murphy,  ‘“An  Intricate  and  Distasteful  Subject”:  British  Planning  for  the  Use  of  Force  against  
the  European  Settlers  of  Central  Africa,  1952–65’,  English  Historical  Review  121,  no.  492  (2006);  
Carl   Watts,   ‘Killing   Kith   and   Kin:   The   Viability   of   British   Military   Intervention   in  
Rhodesia,1964–5’,  Twentieth  Century  British  History   16,   no.   4   (2005).   For  Kenyan   settlers,   the  
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The  persistence  of  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  Britishness:  from  c.1800  to  1982  
A   growing   body   of   literature   on   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   connection   has   focused   on  
trade   links   and   informal   imperialism,  but   the  history  of   the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   as   a  
community   has   received   less   attention.13  In   its   heyday,   the   British   expatriate   and  
settler   community   in   Argentina   mattered   both   because   it   was   the   largest   British  
community   outside   the   empire   and   the   United   States,   and   because   it   played   an  
important   role   in   Argentina’s   socio-­‐‑economic   life.   The   community   emerged   in   the  
early  nineteenth  century  largely  on  account  of  the  policies  of  British  Foreign  Minister  
George  Canning,   and   had   its   belle   époque   around   the   turn   of   the   twentieth   century  
due   to   sizeable   British   investments   in   Argentina   and   very   close   trade   relations  
between   the   two   countries.   Many   of   Argentina’s   Britons   occupied   influential  
positions  as  estancieros  (large  landowners),  merchants,  bankers  and  business  people.  
By  1914,  however,  the  community’s  influence  had  started  to  decline  due,  in  part,  to  
Britain’s   diminishing   role   in   the   Argentine   economy.   The   1933   Roca-­‐‑Runciman  
Treaty,   a   commercial   agreement   that   advantaged   Britain   and   greatly   benefited   the  
Anglo-­‐‑Argentines,   generated   widespread   resentment   in   Argentina   towards   British  
domination   and   British   residents.   In   the   immediate   post–World   War   II   era,   the  
British-­‐‑owned   railways   were   nationalised   and   British–Argentine   trade   relations  
rapidly  deteriorated.    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Emergency,  and  Mau  Mau,  see  Joanna  Lewis,  ‘“Daddy  Wouldn’t  Buy  Me  a  Mau  Mau”:  The  
British   Popular   Press   &   the   Demoralization   of   Empire’,   in  Mau  Mau   &   Nationhood:   Arms,  
Authority  &  Narration,  ed.  E.S.  Atieno  Odhiambo  and  John  Lonsdale  (Oxford:   James  Currey,  
2003).    
13  H.S.   Ferns,   ‘Argentina:   Part   of   an   Informal   Empire?’,   in   The   Land   That   England   Lost:  
Argentina  and  Britain,  a  Special  Relationship,  ed.  Alastair  Hennessy  and  John  King  (London:  The  
British  Academic  Press,  1992);  Andrew  Thompson,  ‘Informal  Empire?  An  Exploration  in  the  
History  of  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  Relations,   1810–1914’,   Journal  of  Latin  American  Studies   24,  no.   2  
(1992);  A.G.  Hopkins,   ‘Informal  Empire   in  Argentina:  An  Alternative  View’,   Journal  of  Latin  
American  Studies  26,  no.  2   (1994);  Alan  Knight,   ‘Rethinking  British   Informal  Empire   in  Latin  
America   (Especially   Argentina)’,   Bulletin   of   Latin   American   Research   27,   no.   Supplement   s1  
(2008);  Colin  M.  Lewis,  ‘Britiain,  the  Argentine  and  Informal  Empire:  Rethinking  the  Role  of  
Railway  Companies’,  Bulletin  of  Latin  American  Research  27,  no.  Supplement  s1  (2008);  David  
Rock,   ‘The  British   in  Argentina:   From   Informal  Empire   to  Postcolonialism’,  Bulletin  of  Latin  
American  Research  27,  no.  Supplement  s1  (2008).  
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The   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   community’s   attachment   to   their   ‘British’   identity   persisted  
throughout  these  developments.  Many  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  had  shown  their  loyalty  to  
Britain   in   World   War   I   (somewhat   fewer   did   so   in   World   War   II),   contributing  
financially  and  sending  thousands  of  volunteers  to  fight  with  the  British.  Both  World  
Wars  saw  the  extension  of  community  institutions  that  had  protected  and  projected  
Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   ‘Britishness’   for   decades.   Schools,   social   and   sports   clubs,  
churches—mainly   of   Anglican   and   Presbyterian   denominations—and   other   ethnic  
institutions,   such   as   charities,   hospitals   and   cultural   institutes   helped   keep   the  
community  united  and  passed  on  values  and   traditions   to  new  generations.  By   the  
end   of  World  War   II,   however,   diminishing   numbers   and   financial   strains   forced  
many   such   institutions   to   open   membership   to   non-­‐‑Anglos.   A   period   of   growing  
nationalism   and   political   instability   in   the   Republic   during   the   1950s   and   1960s—
featuring   three   coups   d’état   and   alternating   military   and   civilian   governments—
inflicted  severe  wounds  in  the  community’s  life,  prompting  some  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  
to  leave  the  country.    
In   1982,   the   number   of   community  members  was   estimated   at   100,000—including  
about   7,500   short-­‐‑term   residents   and   some   17,000   British   passport   holders   (with   a  
further   30,000   entitled   to   citizenship).   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   were   geographically  
dispersed  around   the   country,   but   the   largest   concentrations  were   in  Buenos  Aires  
and   its   surrounding   areas.   Generational   fissures   became   accentuated,   as   younger  
Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   integrated   more   fully   into   Argentine   life.   Exogamy   was  
increasingly   common,   yet  many   still   adhered   to   their   ‘Britishness’,   even   though   it  
was   becoming   evident   to   them   that   the   object   of   their   loyalties   was   largely   an  
imaginary   concept.   The   Falklands   War   violently   magnified   the   contradictions  
inherent  in  their  attachment  to  a  ‘British’  identity.14  In  what  follows,  I  will  first  focus  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14   Works   dealing   with   the   history   of   the   community   include   Deborah   L.   Jakubs,   ‘A  
Community   of   Interests:   A   Social   History   of   the   British   in   Buenos   Aires,   1860–1914’  
(Unpublished  PhD  thesis,  Stanford  University,  1985);  Graham-­‐‑Yooll,  Forgotten  Colony;  Roger  
Gravil,   The   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   Connection,   1900–1939,   ed.   David   J.   Robinson,   Dellplain   Latin  
American  Studies   (Boulder:  Westview  Press,   1985);  Klaus  Gallo,  Great  Britain  and  Argentina:  
From   Invasion   to   Recognition,   1806–26,   St   Antony’s   Series   (New   York:   Palgrave,   2001);  
Florencia  Cortés-­‐‑Conde,  Los  Angloargentinos  en  Buenos  Aires:  Lengua,  Identidad  y  Nación  Antes  y  
Después   de  Malvinas   (Buenos  Aires:   Biblos,   2007);   Rock,   ‘British   in  Argentina’;   David   Rock,  
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on   the   outreach   efforts   of   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   community   and   the   reaction   these  
provoked  in  Britain  and  in  the  Falklands.  The  following  section  looks  at  community  
opinions   as   expressed   in   letters   from  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   and   editorial   and   opinion  
pieces  in  the  Buenos  Aires  Herald.  By  highlighting  key  features  of  a  ‘marginal’  British  
community  in  the  decades  after  decolonisation,  we  can  shed  fresh  light  on  an  under-­‐‑
exposed  British  world;  and  by  analysing  its  interaction  with  other  ‘British  worlds’  in  
the   Falklands   and   the   United   Kingdom,   we   can   gain   new   insights   about   the  
relational   qualities   of   national   identity.   Crises   of   reciprocation   can   and   do   indeed  
undermine   forms   of   collective   identification   that   might   otherwise   endure.  
Transnational  bonds  rest  on  assumptions  of  sameness  that,   if   tested  by  conflict,  can  
rapidly  unravel,  eroding  in  turn  the  internal  cohesion  of  the  localised  groupings  that  
claim  to  make  up   that  global  community.  This  particular  case   is  a  clear  example  of  
how   the  Falklands  War  magnified  an  underlying   crisis  of  Greater  Britain,   showing  
the   deeper   imperial   undercurrents   during   the   crisis,  which,   far   from   being  merely  
ornamental,   had   the   capacity   to   cause   divisions,   doubts   and   tensions   within   the  
British  communities.  The  dual  analysis  of  individual  and  organisational  rhetoric  can  
also  provide  a  useful  appreciation  of  their  interaction:  collective  identities  are  formed  
not  merely  by  views  of   individuals,   but  by   their   interaction  with  one   another,   and  
with   the   institutions   in   their   society.  Differences   in   opinions   in   times   of   crises   can  
therefore  accentuate  the  contingency  of  national  identities  by  divesting  a  community  
of  its  unifying  bonds.    
  
  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
‘The   British   of   Argentina’,   in   Settlers   and   Expatriates:   Britons   over   the   Seas,   ed.   Robert   A.  
Bickers,  Oxford  History  of  the  British  Empire  Companion  Series  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  
Press,   2010);  Gordon  Bridger,  Britain   and   the  Making   of  Argentina   (Southampton:  WIT  Press,  
2013);  Ferns,  ‘Argentines’;  Alastair  Hennessy,  ‘Argentines,  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  and  Others’,  in  
The  Land  That  England  Lost:  Argentina  and  Britain,  a  Special  Relationship,  ed.  Alastair  Hennessy  
and   John  King   (London:  The  British  Academic  Press,  1992);  Callum  A.  MacDonald,   ‘End  of  
Empire:  The  Decline  of  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  Connection  1918–1951’,  in  The  Land  That  England  
Lost:   Argentina   and   Britain,   a   Special   Relationship,   ed.   Alastair   Hennessy   and   John   King  
(London:  The  British  Academic  Press,  1992);  Dodds,  Pink  Ice.  
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‘We  do  not  feel  that  our  situation  has  been  fully  considered’:  pleading  with  Britain  
Shortly  after  Argentina  announced  the  recovery  of  the  Malvinas  on  2  April,  the  Junta  
reassured   Britons   in  Argentina   that   they  would   be   protected   from   any   anti-­‐‑British  
attacks.   Yet   a   feeling   of   foreboding   loomed   over   the   community,   which   was  
exacerbated   by   the   announcement   that   a   British   Task   Force   would   set   sail   to   the  
South  Atlantic  within  days.  Prompted  by  this  state  of  uncertainty,  influential  Anglo-­‐‑
Argentines   took   immediate   action.   Both   community   organisations   and   prominent  
Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   personalities   attempted—in   different,   and   sometimes   almost  
contradictory  ways—to  influence  Britain’s  actions  in  the  South  Atlantic,  deploying  a  
wide   panoply   of   rhetorical   devices,   ranging   from   common   ethnic   roots   and  
traditions  to  a  shared  history  of  opposing  fanaticism,  and  from  loyalty  to  the  crown  
to  their  long-­‐‑standing  business  partnership.  In  doing  so,  they  implicitly  invoked  the  
idea   of   Greater   Britain,   emphasising   the   shared   emotional,   cultural   and   material  
interests   between   Britain   and   Argentina.   Yet   the   tension   between   the   sentiments  
expressed   by   individuals   and   those   expressed   by   organisations   also   evinces   the  
fragmented  nature  of  national  identities  in  general.  
Within   a   week   of   the   Argentine   invasion,   messages   from   four   different   Anglo-­‐‑
Argentine  organisations   landed  on  Prime  Minister  Thatcher’s  desk.  On  7  April   the  
British   Community   Council   (BCC),   established   in   1939   as   a   coordinating   body   to  
centralise  ‘the  cultural,  philanthropic  and  charitable  activities  of  native  born  Britons  
and   peoples   of   British   descent   living   in   Argentina’,   urged   Thatcher   ‘to   seek   a  
peaceful   solution   to   this   situation   and   give   due   consideration   to   the   strong  British  
presence   in  Argentina  and  the  size  of   the  community   living  here’.15  Five  days   later,  
the   Association   of   British   and   British-­‐‑Descended   Farmers   in   Argentina,   an  
organisation   established   for   the   occasion,   sent   another   cable   to   Thatcher.16  This  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15  TNA  FCO  7/4640,  G.T.  Murchison  (BCC)  to  Thatcher,  6  May  1982,  fo.  W4.  
16  G.  A.  D.  ‘Tony’  Emerson,  the  self-­‐‑appointed  chairman  of  the  institution,  later  admitted  this  
fact.   It   was   reported   that   he   had   ‘gone   round   collecting   signatures   from   principal   British  
estancia   owners’,   finding   ‘only   two   British   estancieros,   both   over   70,  who   felt   the  UK  was  
right  to  respond  with  force’.  TNA  FCO  7/4640,  Anthony  Williams  to  P.R.  Fearn,  29  April  1982.  
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telegram  expressed   the  belief   that   the  Falklanders  would  be  able   to  adapt   to   living  
under  the  Argentine  flag  in  the  same  way  as  Argentina’s  Britons  had  long  done:    
for   years,   in   some   cases   generations,   we   have   lived   and   worked   happily   under  
Argentine   governments   of   differing   political   persuasions.   We   have   led   our  
traditional,  British  way  of  life  without  any  hindrance  and  our  experience  has  led  us  to  
believe  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  Falkland  Islands  have  nothing  to  lose  and  much  to  
gain  by  coming  under  Argentine  rule.    
In  a  pointed  postscript,   the  farmers  also  reminded  Thatcher  about  the  community’s  
loyal   contribution   to   Britain’s   war   effort   during   the   Second   World   War.17  Other  
messages   from   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   to   Britain   would   highlight   this   point   as   well—
perhaps  as  a  way  to  fend  off  arguments  that  they  were  Argentine  at  heart.18  Here  the  
Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   were   following   a   long   tradition   replicated   all   over   the   British  
world  in  times  of  crisis,  emphasising  the  sacrifice  of  servicemen  in   imperial  wars—
the  ultimate  display  of  authentic   loyalty,  proof   that   the  common  transnational  bond  
uniting  Britons  across  the  globe  was  not  merely  biological,  but  one  involving  family  
duties.  These  reminders  of  past  sacrifices  for  the  ‘mother  country’,  in  turn,  served  to  
create  a  shared  narrative  among  community  members.  
Messages   continued   to   arrive   on   the   Prime   Minister’s   desk   until   the   end   of   the  
conflict,   although   they   became   more   sporadic.19  In   what   was   perhaps   the   final  
attempt   by   members   of   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   community   to   influence   British  
decision-­‐‑making,  on  31  May  a  group  of  women  wrote   to  Queen  Elizabeth  II   ‘in   the  
hope   that   Her   Majesty’s   influence   will   rectify   the   erroneous   course   taken   by  Mrs  
Thatcher   and   her   Government   regarding   the   Malvinas   Question’.   In   this   heartfelt  
plea,   the   Queen  was   asked   ‘to   understand   the   feelings   of   those   attached   to   Great  
Britain  by  ties  of  blood  and  tradition’,  and  she  was  reminded  that   ‘not  so  long  ago,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17  Cited  in  Christopher  Thomas,  ‘Dispute  on  Views  of  Islanders’,  Times,  14  April  1982.  
18  See  the  letter  sent  from  a  ‘British’  school  in  Buenos  Aires  to  Thatcher,  which  made  reference  
to  past  pupils  who  had   fought   in   the  war:   ‘Una  Nota   a  Margaret  Thatcher  Ha  Remitido   el  
Colegio  San  Albano’,  La  Razón,  19  April  1982.  
19  ‘San  Albano’,  La  Razón,  19  April  1982;  TNA  FCO  7/4640,  G.T.  Murchison  (BCC)  to  Thatcher,  
fo.  36b;  TNA  FCO  7/4548,  G.T.  Murchison  (BCC)  to  Thatcher,  27  May  1982,  fo.  122.    
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men  of   our   blood  gave   their   lives   in   a  war   against   the   totalitarian  governments   of  
that  time,  fighting  against  despotism  and  fanatic  inhuman  policies’.  Furthermore,  by  
breaking   a   British   ‘tradition   of   honour   and   behaviour’,   the  women   continued,   the  
actions   of   the   previous  weeks  made   the   ‘British   and   their   descendants   resident   in  
Argentina   shameful   of   the   acts   and  deeds   of   the   actual   [sic]   British  Government’.20  
These  women  invoked  the  incongruity  between  the  British  values  they  had  inherited  
and  their  historically  loyal  stance  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  UK  government’s  actions  
on   the   other.   By   positioning   themselves   as   loyal   Britons,   they   echoed   attitudes  
adopted  by  Rhodesian  and  Ulster  unionist   rebels  during   the  1960s  and   ’70s,  where  
loyalty   meant   rebellion   against   Westminster   and   Whitehall.   However,   unlike   the  
sympathy   that  Rhodesians  had  received   in  parts  of  Britain   in   the  1960s,   the  Anglo-­‐‑
Argentines’   pleas   gained   little   traction   in   London.   The   Prime  Minister’s   reply  was  
invariably   a   polite   ‘no’—acknowledging   the   British   community’s   contribution   as  
well   as   expressing   some   sympathy   for   their   plight,   while   stating   in   no   uncertain  
terms   that   ‘the   Falkland   Islanders   have   made   it   clear   that   they   wish   to   remain  
British’.21  This  attitude  was  well  captured  in  an  FCO  document  prepared  in  advance  
of  an  interview  by  an  Argentine  journalist:  ‘We  have  given  attention  to  the  views  that  
have   been   expressed   but  we   have   heard   nothing  which   leads   us   even   to   begin   to  
question  the  rectitude  of  our  action  in  defending  the  rights  and  freedoms  which  are  
the  basis  of  Western  democracy’.22  
Other   organisations,   such   as   the   Emergency   Committee   of   the   British   Community  
expressed   the   expectation   that   emphasising   the   long-­‐‑standing   admiration   and  
respect   for  Britain   in  Argentina  might  prove   sufficient   to   convince  London  against  
military   retaliation.   They   cabled   Downing   Street   to   repeat   the   argument   that   the  
Islanders   would   be   able   ‘to   continue   working   in   peace   as   indeed   17,000   British  
subjects  already  do  under  the  Argentine  flag’.23  On  15  April,  the  British  Chamber  of  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20  Quoted  in  Graham-­‐‑Yooll,  Forgotten  Colony,  298.  
21  TNA  FCO  7/4547,  FCO  to  BISBA,  22  April  1982,  fo.  43.  See  also  TNA  FCO  7/4547,  Thatcher  
to  BCCA,  20  April  1982,  fo.  31.  
22  TNA  FCO  7/4548,  R.J.  Chase   (SAmD)  to  N.M.  Fenn  (News  Department),  28  May  1982,   fo.  
127.  This  was  a  draft  reply  prepared  by  the  FCO  for  an  interview  by  an  Argentine  journalist.    
23  TNA  FCO  7/4547,  Emergency  Committee  (BA)  to  Thatcher,  13  April  1982,  fo.  16.  
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Commerce   in   the   Argentine   Republic   highlighted   the   historically   ‘fruitful  
partnership  between  Argentine  and  British  interests’  over  the  decades.  ‘Generations  
of  Britons’   living   in  Argentina  had   always   ‘found   respect   and   even   admiration   for  
British   values   and   way   of   life’,   and   this   ‘long   history   of   friendship’,   the   message  
warned,  could  be  ‘destroyed  in  one  day  but  would  require  decades  to  repair’.24  This  
telegram  had  the  dual  purpose  of  appealing  to  commonalities  while  issuing  a  severe  
warning  against  going  to  war.  In  some  way,  this  replicated  the  pleas  of  ‘abandoned  
Britons’   deployed   by   the   Falklanders   during   the   1960s   and   ’70s,   though   it   also  
contained  an  element  of  threat:  Britain  would  also  suffer  from  the  breakdown  in  the  
relationship.    
As   the  British   forces   retook  South  Georgia  on  25  April,   there  was  a   change  of   tack  
among   the   institutions:   if   thus   far   they   had   stressed   common   interests,   sentiments  
and  culture,  now  there  was  a  shift   towards  criticising  and   incriminating   the  British  
government.   A   press   report   from   the   Co-­‐‑ordinating   Committee   of   the   British  
Community   in   the   Argentine   Republic   (a   grouping   cobbled   together   by  
representatives   of   the   BCC   and   the   British   Chamber   of   Commerce)   expressed  
unconditional  support  for  Argentina.  The  document  revealed  disappointment  at  the  
perceived  British  obduracy  towards  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  efforts,   in  sharp  contrast  with  
the  openness  of  the  Argentine  nation.25  
Individual  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  also  paid  personal  visits   as  well   as  making   telephone  
calls  to  British  politicians  and  members  of  Her  Majesty’s  Government.  A  key  figure  
was  the  influential  businessman  Bruce  Carlisle.  An  FCO  official  described  him  as  ‘an  
old  acquaintance  of  the  Secretary  of  State  and  …  an  important  if  elderly  member  of  
the  British   community   in  Buenos  Aires’.26  From  his   arrival   in  London   in  mid-­‐‑April  
until   late  May,  Carlisle   tried   to  persuade   several  British  ministers  not   to  go   to  war  
with   Argentina.  While   not   sent   as   an   official   representative   of   the   community,   he  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24  TNA  FCO  7/4547,  BCCA  to  Thatcher,  15  April  1982,  fo.  20.  A  copy  of  this  telegram  was  sent  
to   the   Confederation   for   British   Industry   (CBI):   TNA   FCO   7/4547,   BCCA   to   CBI,   15   April  
1982,  fo.  36.  
25  Michael   Field,   ‘Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   Back   Junta   “after   Britain   Initiates   Hostilities”’,   Daily  
Telegraph,  28  April  1982.  
26  TNA  FCO  7/4547,  Anthony  Williams  to  Private  Secretary,  14  April  1982,  fo.  14.  
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was   close   to   the   Chairman   of   the   BCC,   Guillermo   T.   (Bill)   Murchison,   and   to  
members  of  the  Argentine  Junta.  At  a  meeting  with  Francis  Pym,  Carlisle  claimed  to  
have   a   unique   insight   into   Argentine   society   and   politics.   The   Argentine  
government,   he   ventured,   ‘was   not   a   Fascist   military   junta   but   Argentina’s   best  
Government  for  35  years’.  His  British  roots,  moreover,  meant  that  he  also  understood  
the  likely  British  response  to  aggression:  he  knew  that  the  British  ‘although  slow  to  
react,  were  implacable  once  stirred  up’.  Lastly,  the  British  community  possibly  held  
the   key   to   assuaging   the   Islanders’   fears:   ‘if   the   experiences   of   British   people   in  
Argentina   was   [sic]   explained   to   [the   Islanders]   they   would   come   to   see   the  
advantages  of  Argentine  sovereignty’.27  This  belief,   in  fact,  was  central  to  the  stance  
taken   by   many   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   on   the   crisis,   who   saw   their   community   as   the  
perfect  mediator  between  Britain  and  Argentina.    
Taking   a   slightly   different   slant,   Tony   Emerson,   a   British-­‐‑born   farmer   living   in  
Argentina  and  chairman  of  the  Farmers’  Association,  took  advantage  of  his  return  to  
the   UK   to   try   to   negotiate   a   settlement   with   the   British   government.   Though   he  
introduced   himself   as   a   ‘moderate’   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine,   whose   ‘loyalties   were   with  
Britain   over   the   Falklands   crisis’,   he   did   not   hide   his   sympathy   for   the   Anglo-­‐‑
Argentines.28  In  an  effort  to  stave  off  an  impending  crisis,  Emerson  also  stressed  his  
unique   vantage   point   as   a   member   of   the   British   community,   offering   to   give  
guidance   to   his   ‘“moderate”   friends   in   Buenos   Aires’.29  Emerson   and   the   other  
prominent   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   who   travelled   to   the   UK   met   politicians   such   as  
Kenneth   and  Mark  Carlisle   (the   latter,   a   cousin   of   Bruce   Carlisle)   in   the  House   of  
Commons,   and  Lord  Montgomery   (son   of   Field  Marshal  Montgomery   of  Alamein,  
and  President  of   the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  Society   in  London),   in   the  higher   chamber.30  
These  politicians,  in  turn,  passed  on  the  messages  received.  If  this  implied  agreement  
with  their  views,  it  never  amounted  to  more  than  a  perfunctory  plea  on  their  behalf.  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
27  TNA  FCO  7/4547,  J.E.  Holmes  to  P.R.  Fearn,  16  April  1982,  fo.  23.  
28  Tony  Emerson,  ‘How  Argentina’s  Brits  Are  Bearing  Up’,  Times,  24  April  1982.  
29  For  example,  see  TNA  FCO  7/4548,  Anthony  Williams  to  Sydney  Giffard,  19  May  1982,  fo.  
109.  
30  TNA  FCO  7/4547,  Kenneth  Carlisle  to  Francis  Pym,  14  April  1982,  fo.  14b;  TNA  FCO  7/4477,  
Mark  Carlisle  (MP)  to  Francis  Pym,  30  April  1982,  fo.  86.  
   184  
For   all   the   rhetorical   fanfare   deployed   by   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   institutions   and  
individuals,  their  attempts  to  appeal  to  a  Greater  British  link  with  the  UK  in  order  to  
arrest  a  full-­‐‑scale  war  met  little  sympathy  in  Britain.  Neither  sentimental  nor  material  
arguments   resonated   with   British   decision   makers;   if   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   had  
presumed  on  their  special  position  vis-­‐‑à-­‐‑vis   the  UK  because  of   their  British  origins,  
these  political  failures  were  beginning  to  show  them  the  hollowness  of  their  bond.  
‘A  grotesque  parody  of  English  life’:  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  through  UK  eyes  
In  fact,  this  lack  of  reciprocity  extended  beyond  the  political  realm  as,  by  and  large,  
the  plight  of  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  did  not  gain  much  purchase  in  the  UK.  As  far  as  
the  British  public  was   concerned,   letters   from  constituents   to   their  MPs  during   the  
conflict  suggest  that  British  voters  rarely  considered  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines,  and  those  
that  did  were  mostly  individuals  or  organisations  with  strong  links  to  Argentina.31  A  
few   mentioned   the   threats   to   the   welfare   of   the   British   community,   and   others  
submitted  proposals   as   to  how   to  protect   the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines.32  Yet   these   are   the  
rare   exceptions   that   prove   the   rule:   the   affinities   between   the   British   and   Anglo-­‐‑
Argentine  peoples  were  distinctly  one-­‐‑sided.  
Most  UK  newspapers  did  not  fail  to  mention  the  tensions  and  fears  of  retaliation  that  
the   community   experienced,   or   to   report   about   the   telegrams   from   the   various  
Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   institutions. 33   But   only   a   handful   wrote   about   the   conflict   of  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
31  TNA  FCO  7/4478,  P.J.  Fleming  (Latin  America)  Ltd.   to  Dudley  Smith  (MP),  23  April  1982;  
TNA  FCO   7/4477,  Dafydd  Wigley   and  Dafydd  Elis   Thomas   (Plaid  Cymru)   to   Thatcher,   fo.  
80b.  
32  TNA  FCO  7/4476,  John  A.F.  Lough  (Hants)  to  Robert  Adley  (MP),  7  April  1982;  TNA  FCO  
7/4477,  Dafydd  Wigley  and  Dafydd  Elis  Thomas  (Plaid  Cymru)  to  Thatcher,  fo.  80b.  
33  See  Paul  Connew,  ‘Britons  Quit  as  Violence  Flares’,  Daily  Mirror,  7  April  1982;  ‘Gentlemen’s  
War…  Children’s  Peril’,  Daily  Mail,  27  April  1982;   ‘Run  for  Your  Lives’,  Sun,  24  April  1982;  
Jeremy  Morgan,   ‘Warnings   Heighten   Britons’   Fears’,  Guardian,   26   April   1982;   Christopher  
Thomas,  ‘Expatriate  Britons  Are  Getting  out  Fast’,  Times,  7  April  1982;  Jimmy  Burns,  ‘English-­‐‑
Language   Paper   under   Siege’,   Financial   Times,   5   May   1982;   Christopher   Thomas,   ‘A  
Community’s   Fears   Grow’,   Times,   6   May   1982;   Frank   Taylor,   ‘Britons   Advised   to   Quit  
Argentina  Temporarily’,  Daily  Telegraph,  6  April  1982.  
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loyalties   that   afflicted   the   members   of   the   group. 34   Interestingly,   they   were  
commonly  described  as  aberrant  Britons  by  virtue  of  their  wealth  and  social  status.35  
The   vehemently   pro-­‐‑Thatcher  Daily   Express   took   the  most   disparaging   line   in   this  
regard,  with  a  report  at  the  end  of  April  accusing  the  ‘British  “fat  cats”  who  back  the  
Argentine  Junta’  of  hypocrisy.  Their  claim  to  Britishness,   the  reporter  stressed,  was  
no   more   than   a   façade   disguising   their   desire   to   preserve   a   ‘rich   and   splendid’  
lifestyle,   ‘even   if   it  means   siding  with   the   enemy   in   a   time   of  war’.   These   Anglo-­‐‑
Argentines,  he  added,  were  ‘not  British  in  any  legal  sense’,  since  they  ‘were  born  in  
Argentina,   they   speak   Spanish   and   they   carry  Argentinian   passports’.  Admittedly,  
they  still  preserved  certain  ‘British’  traditions:  ‘they  still  speak  English  at  home,  and  
in   their   clubs’,   they   ‘send   their   children   to   English-­‐‑language   schools   and   they   still  
toast  to  the  Queen’.36  But  this  did  not  automatically  grant  them  the  status  of  ‘fellow  
Britons’,  capable  of  stirring  widespread  support  in  the  British  domestic  arena:  unlike  
the   Falklanders,   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   had   lost   their   kith   and   kin   relationship   to  
Britain.   This   article,   in   fact,   was   not   chiefly   concerned   with   ‘legal’   definitions   of  
citizenship.   On   that   basis,   a   third   of   the   Falkland   Islanders—ruled   out   of   British  
citizenship   under   the   1981   Nationality   Act—would   have   been   of   no   interest   to  
Britain.   Neither   did   speaking   Spanish   have   anything   to   do  with   the   law.   Perhaps  
what  this  reveals  is  not  a  coherent  argument,  but  a  rhetorical  strategy  of  ‘othering’:  in  
time   of   war,   Britain   could   not   afford   to   show   any   sympathy   for   the   Anglo-­‐‑
Argentines,  who   largely   seemed   to   support   the   enemy.   By   saying   that   they   spoke  
Spanish,   they   were   being   presented   as   foreign;   and   by   stressing   their   ‘British’  
traditions,  they  were  ridiculed  as  antiquated.    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
34  For  example,  see  Thomas,   ‘Expatriate  Britons’,  Times,  7  April  1982;  Andrew  Whitley,   ‘Few  
Hopes   of   Magic   Formula   among   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   Community’,   Financial   Times,   10   April  
1982;   Peter   Taylor,   ‘The  Anguish   of   the   “Anglos”’,  Sunday  Telegraph,   18  April   1982.  Only   a  
few   published   articles   recounted   the   experiences   of   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   growing   up   in  
Argentina,   such   as   Andrew   Graham-­‐‑Yooll,   ‘Days   in   the   Life   of   an   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  
Schoolboy’,  Guardian,  10  April  1982;  Euan  Cameron,  ‘An  Argentinian  Childhood’,  Spectator,  1  
May  1982.  
35  For  example,  see  ‘Cricket  and  Polo  as  Usual  for  Anglos’,  Times,  2  July  1982.    
36  Ross   Benson,   ‘British   “Fat   Cats”  Who   Back   the   Argentine   Junta’,  Daily   Express,   29   April  
1982.  Many  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   had   ceased   to   speak   in   English   in   public,   in   order   to   avoid  
being  identified  as  British.  
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Not  only  were  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  accused  of  not  being  ‘truly’  British;  sometimes  they  
were   criticised   for   being   duplicitous,   pushing   them   further   out   of   the   group,   as   it  
were.   In   the   aftermath   of   the   conflict,   the   Spectator   published   a   long,   anonymous  
letter  from  an  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  woman  expressing  her  pain  at  the  realisation  that  the  
Britain   she   cherished   no   longer   existed,   which   provoked   angry   comments   among  
readers.37  Deriding   the   hypocrisy   of   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines’   self-­‐‑styled   Britishness,  
one  reader  retorted:  ‘Had  we  acquiesced  in  the  takeover  she  would,  I  am  confident,  
have  preened  herself   on  being  a   citizen  of   a   confident   thrusting  nation   rather   than  
poor  old  decadent  Britain’.38It   is   instructive   that  an  oft-­‐‑highlighted   issue  within   the  
United   Kingdom—namely,   social   and   economic   inequality—was   being   transposed  
onto   this  particular  case   in  order   to  dismiss   the  claims  of  a  British  community   in  a  
hostile  country.  As  we  shall   see,   there  were  echoes  of   this  view   in   the   Islands  also,  
where   wealth   and   business   interests   undermined   the   validity   of   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  
Britishness.  
There  was  a  certain  degree  of  sympathy  for  the  community  in  some  British  quarters,  
but   it   did   not   translate   into   the   sort   of   vociferous   support   that   the   Islanders  were  
afforded.   Rather,   these   feeble   feelings   of   affinity   served   to   place   the   Anglo-­‐‑
Argentines  at  one  remove  from  the  United  Kingdom.  Perhaps  the  most  sympathetic  
coverage   came   from   the   Telegraph,   whose   treatment   of   the   matter   revealed   a  
superficial  appreciation  of  their  Britishness  (or  Englishness)—though  it  seemed  more  
a   narcissistic   sympathy   than   a   bond   of   kinship   that   would   spur   Britons   to   their  
defence.  One  piece  described  the  typical  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  as  ‘more  English  than  the  
English   in   his   principles   and   behaviour,   more   Argentine   than   the   Argentines   in  
patriotism’,39  while  another  remarked  that  most  were  ‘indistinguishable  to  the  naked  
eye  from  the  middle  to  upper  crust  of  the  Home  Counties’.40  A  long  piece  published  
two   days   after   the   Argentine   invasion,   moreover,   recounted   vivid   scenes   at   the  
Richmond   Tea   Rooms   in   downtown   Buenos  Aires   and   at   the  Hurlingham  Club—	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
37  Alexander  Chancellor,  ‘Notebook’,  Spectator,  26  June  1982.  
38  John  Christopher,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Spectator,  10  July  1982.  
39  Nicholas  Shakespeare,   ‘Down   in   the  Land  of   the  “Ancient  Brit”’,  Daily  Telegraph,  24  April  
1982.  
40  Taylor,  ‘Anguish  of  Anglos’,  Sunday  Telegraph,  18  April  1982.  
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where   British   sports   such   as   cricket,   golf   and   polo   converged   in   an   atmosphere  
redolent  of  upper-­‐‑class  Britain   in  decades  past.  Moving   towards   the   southern   (and  
notably   less  wealthy)   districts   of   the   capital,   one   could   find   St   George’s   school,   ‘a  
handsome  establishment  said  by  many  to  be  “more  English  than  the  English”’.  All  of  
these  institutions  were  reported  to  ‘have  perpetuated  what  can  only  be  described  as  
a   vigorous   “Englishness”’.41  Yet   this   was   no   plea   for   Argentina’s   Britons.   This  
subdued  warmth   towards   the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   remained  very   shallow,   becoming  
in  the  pages  of  the  Telegraph  a  mere  curiosity,  rather  like  a  museum  piece  dusted  off  
for  exhibition.  Becoming  ‘more  British  than  the  British’  was  not  uncommon  in  other  
realms   of   the   British   world—or   indeed   in   other   former   European   colonies—
particularly   where   there   was   a   fear   of   assimilation   by   a   larger   culture   or   ethnic  
group.   But   particularly   since   UDI   in   Rhodesia,   this   form   of   hyper-­‐‑Britishness   had  
acquired  distinctly  pejorative  connotations.  Thus  this  characterisation  here  could  be  
construed  as  placing  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  among  the  group  of  aberrant  Britons  who  
had   long  been  disowned   in  Britain.   Even  more   to   the  point,   some  of   those   articles  
contained   an   element   of   British   self-­‐‑congratulation   for   ‘civilising’  Argentina:   ‘more  
than  any  other  colonial  power’,  one  report  concluded,   ‘we  provided   them,   through  
the   forerunners   of   today’s   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines,   with   the   foundations   of   a   civilised  
life’.42  Statements   of   this   sort—describing   no   more   than   an   interesting   historical  
fact—barely  elicited  support  for  the  community.  This  reflected  the  general  attitudes  
towards  Argentina’s  Britons  in  the  UK  national  media:  their  treatment  was  scant  and  
lukewarm   at   best,   and   derisive   at   worst.   Lacking   support   in   the   print   media   and  
public  opinion,  their  hopes  of  success  in  other  political  arenas  were  therefore  limited.    
The  British  community’s  efforts  did  not  fare  any  better  in  Westminster.  The  number  
of  MPs  and  Lords  who  brought  up  their  plight   in  debates   is  almost  negligible,  and  
most  of  them  were  members  of  the  Opposition.  For  the  most  part,  the  focus  was  on  
the   welfare   of   the   seventeen   thousand   British   passport   holders   in   Argentina   who  
could   expect   to   be   protected   by   the  UK  government—but   this   topic  was   generally  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
41  Frank  Taylor,  ‘Why  Evita’s  People  Are  Rejoicing’,  Sunday  Telegraph,  4  April  1982.  
42  Taylor,  ‘Anguish  of  Anglos’,  Sunday  Telegraph,  18  April  1982.    
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afforded   only   a   brief   mention,   rather   than   a   developed   argument.43  Only   on   one  
occasion   during   the   entire   conflict   did   the   House   of   Commons   debates   refer  
specifically  to  the  roughly  one  hundred  thousand  Argentines  of  British  descent  (most  
of  whom  had  no   legal   links  with   the  UK).44  The  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  were  mentioned  
more   frequently   in   the   House   of   Lords,   albeit   only   by   three   members:   Lord  
Montgomery   (of   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   Society   in   London),   former   Labour  
Commonwealth  Secretary  Philip  Noel-­‐‑Baker,  and  Lord  John  Monson.45  The  latter,  in  
fact,  dismissed  this  issue  as  a  ‘red  herring’:  ‘Of  course  we  feel  for  them  and  of  course  
we  sympathise  with  them’,  he  declared,  ‘but  their  interests  cannot  rank  very  high  in  
our  order  of  priorities’.46  As  with  the  media,  few  British  politicians  were  prepared  to  
make   a   strong   case   for   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines,   perhaps   because   it   did   not   seem  
politically  expedient  and  safe   to  do  so:   there  was  precious   little  pressure  both  from  
constituents  and  the  media  for  action  on  behalf  of  the  community’s  plight.    
Finally,  while   the   safety  of  British   residents  and  passport  holders   in  Argentina  did  
receive  a  certain  amount  of  attention   from  FCO  officials   in  Whitehall  and   from  the  
War   Cabinet,   the   documents   dealing   with   their   fate   also   reveal   some   prevailing  
attitudes   about   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   in   official   circles.47  As   is   evident   from   the  
British   government’s   response   to   their   pleas,   UK   officials   considered   the   Anglo-­‐‑
Argentines   as   British   only   insofar   as   they   were   British   citizens   or   subjects.  
Descendants   without   dual   nationality   ‘should   be   regarded   as   fully-­‐‑fledged  
Argentines   without   any   formal   connections   with   this   country’,   stated   one   official  
brief  for  the  War  Cabinet.  Similarly,  the  de  facto  British  Ambassador  in  Buenos  Aires  
during   the   conflict   (based   at   what   became   part   of   the   Swiss   Embassy   when  
diplomatic   ties   were   broken)   explained  why   a  mass   evacuation   of   British   subjects  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
43  See,   for   example,   the   contributions   by   Ioan   Evans   and   Frank  Allaun   (both   Labour),  Parl.  
Deb.,  Commons,  7  April  1982,  cols.  982,  1011–12.  
44  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  29  April  1982,  col  1043.  
45  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  14  April  1982,  col.  321;  Parl.  Deb.,  Lords,  29  April  1982,  col.  997;  Parl.  
Deb.,  Lords,  20  May  1982,  col.  831.  
46  Parl.  Deb.,  Commons,  14  April  1982,  col.  362.  
47  TNA  Hlg  118/2989,  1982;  TNA  FCO  7/4619,  1982;  TNA  CAB  148/218,  1982.  
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from   Argentina   had   never   materialised. 48   The   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   remained   in  
Argentina  ‘because  they  are  so  deeply  integrated  into  Argentine  society  so  as  to  feel,  
and   be,   part   and   parcel   of   it.   True,   they   retain   the   external   trappings  which  mark  
them  out  as  of  British  culture,  but,   after   living   the  vicissitudes  of   this   country   they  
are   as   Argentine   as   the   next   Argentine,   be   his   origin   Italian,   Spanish,   German,  
Lebanese  or  Arab.  They  are  at  heart  Argentine’.49  In  essence,  this  message  expressed  
a  preference  for  civic  over  ethnic  nationalism,  yet  what  ultimately  defined  the  Anglo-­‐‑
Argentines’   identity   was   their   sentiment:   because   they   were   ‘at   heart   Argentine’,  
they  were   not   considered   British.   Perhaps   this   emphasises   the   chasm   between   the  
FCO  and   the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines,  who  were   invoking  a  Greater  British   link  with   the  
UK,   showing   how   obsolete   that   worldview   had   become   in   official   British   eyes.  
Indeed,   in   the   heyday   of   empire   putting  down   roots   outside  Britain  did  not   entail  
ceasing  to  be  British  ‘at  heart’,  because  the  object  of  one’s  loyalty  was  not  defined  by  
place  of  birth  or  residence,  but  by  bonds  of  kinship,  sentiment  and  tradition.    
Another   exchange   between   Foreign   Office   diplomats   reveals   the   intensity   of   this  
difference   in  views:   the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines’   attachment   to  Britain  was  detestable,   in  
the  eyes  of  some.  In  a   letter  from  Buenos  Aires  to  Whitehall   from  May  1982,  David  
Dewberry   enclosed   some   cuttings   from   the   Buenos   Aires   Herald   on   the   Anglo-­‐‑
Argentine   dilemma,   as   well   as   a   letter   from   the   daughter   of   a   very   prominent  
member   of   the   community.   Interestingly,   he   concluded  with   amusement   that   their  
change   of   allegiance   would   be   a   salutary   event.   ‘Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   “society”’,   he  
remarked,   ‘has   for  many  years   been   a  grotesque  parody  of  English   life   as   it  might  
have  been  in  the  twenties.  We  should  not  mourn  its  passing’.  At   the  receiving  end,  
Robin  Fearn  did  not  find  them  ‘amusing  but  tragic’—yet  they  were  only  so  because  
‘Argentine  propaganda   lies’  would  persist   among  members  of   the   community,  not  
because   the   British   link   was   fading   away.50  Dewberry’s   criticism   was   a   common  
accusation   against   similar   ‘minority’   British   communities   the   world   over.   White  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
48  When   Britain   broke   diplomatic   relations  with   Argentina,   the   British   Embassy  was   taken  
over  by  the  Swiss  Embassy,  which  ran  a  British  Interests  Section  (BISBA)  there.  See  TNA  FCO  
7/4115,  1982.  
49  TNA  FCO  7/4619,  D.  Joy  (BISBA)  to  P.R.  Fearn  (SAmD),  13  May  1982,  fo.  26.  
50  TNA  FCO  7/4548,  D.A.  Dewberry  (BISBA)  to  P.R.  Fearn  (SAmD),  13  May  1982,  fo.  102.  
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Rhodesians   and   Ulster   unionists,   and   sometimes   also   Kenyan   settlers,   were   often  
regarded   as   feverish,   anachronistic   and   old-­‐‑fashioned   societies,  who   flaunted   their  
loyalty   in   ways   that   many   people   in   the   UK   considered   embarrassing. 51  
Embarrassment,  as  a  clear  marker  of  ‘otherness’  within  the  scope  of  national  identity,  
placed   those   who   invoked   it   outside   the   main   group,   thus   excluding   the   Anglo-­‐‑
Argentines  from  the  British  world  they  claimed  to  inhabit.  
In  sum,  in  most  areas  of  British  public  life,  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines’  messages  seem  to  
have   had   very   little   impact,   if   any   at   all.   While   there   were   some   lone   voices  
defending   their   cause,   these   were   very   much   on   the   fringes   and   completely  
ineffective.   Most   people,   unaware   of   their   loyalty   dilemma,   remained   indifferent,  
while  some  cast  aspersions  for  what  appeared  to  be  collusion  with  the  Junta  in  order  
to   protect   their   interests.   Accusations   of   this   kind   need   to   be   handled   carefully;   a  
brief   glance   at   the   domestic   political   context   in   Argentina   can   provide   a   more  
nuanced  picture.  
The  period  since  the  downfall  of  Perón  in  1955  had  been  one  of  political,  social  and  
economic   deterioration   in  Argentina,   and   the   British   community   not   only   suffered  
financial  difficulties,  but  also  violent  persecution.  Members  of  the  British  community  
and   their   institutions   became   targets   of   terrorist   acts,   such   as   kidnapping   and  
murder—generally   from   left-­‐‑wing   groupings—which   explains   why   many   in   the  
community  greeted  the  March  1976  coup  with  a  sense  of  relief.  The  new  Junta  vowed  
to  put  an  end  to  guerrilla  terrorism,  also  implementing  a  neoliberal  economic  system  
that   favoured  many  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  business   leaders.  However,   the  brutal  Proceso  
imposed   by   the   Junta,   with   its   widespread   censorship   and   state   terrorism,   had  
disastrous   effects   for   the   country.   By   1982,   the   Proceso   had   claimed   the   lives   of  
thousands   of   people,   the   economy   was   in   tatters,   and   there   were   growing   public  
manifestations  of  social  discontent.52  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
51  For  an  example,  see  Bickers,  ed.  Settlers  and  Expatriates.  
52  Romero,  History   of  Argentina;  Marino   and  Postolski,   ‘Relaciones   Peligrosas’;  García,  Crisis  
Argentina.   The   total   number   of   the   ‘disappeared’   remains   contested:   9,000   cases   have   been  
documented,  although  estimates   from  human  rights  organisations  place   the  actual   figure  at  
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The   fact   that   some   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   served   in   the   Armed   Forces   may   have  
facilitated  cooperation,  and  they  may  have  played  a  role  in  ensuring  the  protection  of  
the  community.53  The  Junta  sought  to  at  least  portray  a  public  image  of  protector  of  
the   community,   regularly   approaching   leading  members   of   the   community   to   ask  
about  the  well-­‐‑being  of  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines,  citing  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  telegrams  
at   the  United  Nations,  and  encouraging  Argentine  diplomats   to   remind   the  United  
States,  in  its  mediation  efforts,  of  Argentine  appreciation  for  the  British  community,  
which  had  been  ‘completely  forgotten’  by  the  British  government.54  A  convergence  of  
interests   thus  may  have   led  to  harmonious  relations  between  some  members  of   the  
community   and   the   Junta.   More   broadly,   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines’   support   for  
Argentina’s  views  on  the  Malvinas  would  earn  them  the  praise  of  other  Argentines  
during  the  conflict.55  
Believing   that   they   all   shared   a   common   Britishness,   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  
envisioned  themselves  at  the  intersection  of  the  views,  interests  and  cultures  of  three  
societies—Argentina,  Britain  and  the  Falklands.  The  fact   that   their  message  did  not  
resonate   in   the  Falklands  or  Britain,  however,  speaks  volumes  about  how  and  why  
the   Falklands   War   brought   about   an   identity   crisis   among   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines:  
long-­‐‑held  assumptions  about  Britain  as  ‘home’  were  finally  revealed  to  be  a  mirage,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
up   to  30,000.  For   some   specific   examples  of  guerrilla   attacks  on   the  British   community,   see  
Graham-­‐‑Yooll,  Forgotten  Colony.  
53  Timothy   J.  Lough,   interviewed  by   the  author   (Buenos  Aires,  Argentina),   27   January  2015.  
On   the   good   relations   between   the   Navy   and   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines,   see   also   Emerson,  
‘Argentina’s   Brits’,  Times,   24  April   1982.   For   further   evidence   that   the  Navy   had   provided  
them  with  protection,  see  TNA  FCO  7/4640,  Anthony  Williams  to  P.R.  Fearn.  
54  Lough,   interview.   Timothy   Lough   was   regularly   invited   to   meetings   at   the   Argentine  
Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs.  See  also  Comisión  de  Análisis  y  Evaluación  de   las  Responsabilidades  
del  Conflicto  del  Altántico  Sur  (Informe  Rattenbach)  (Buenos  Aires:  Ediciones  Fin  de  Siglo,  2000),  
Anexo  Informe  Final,  Documentos  Recuperados,  Tomo  IV:  Carta  al  Presidente  del  Consejo  de  
Seguridad  de  la  ONU,  16  April  1982;  Ibid.,  Tomo  III,  Argumentos  para  la  conversación  con  el  
General  Alexander  Haig,  9  April  1982,  fols.  3–4.  
55  This  was  often  reflected  in  the  Spanish-­‐‑language  media  in  Argentina.  See  ‘Argumento  Falaz  
Invalidado’,  La  Prensa,  20  April  1982;  ‘La  Comunidad  Británica  en  la  Argentina’,  La  Prensa,  3  
May  1982;  ‘El  Caso  del  “Herald”’,  Clarín,  9  April  1982;  Douglas  Grant  Mine,  ‘Cómo  Viven  el  
Conflicto  los  Anglo-­‐‑Argentinos’,  La  Nación,  11  April  1982;  Arturo  Nieva  Woodgate,  Letter  to  
the  editor,  La  Nación,  9  April  1982;  ‘Comunidad  Británica:  Por  la  Paz’,  Crónica,  8  April  1982.  
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which   would   prompt   some,   as   we   shall   see,   to   look   for   a   new   form   of   national  
identification  in  argentinidad.  
‘Frightfully  British’:  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  in  Stanley    
During  the  conflict,  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  also  tried  to  reach  out  to  the  Islanders  on  the  
basis  of  a  shared  Britishness.  The  Islanders’  reaction  to  these  initiatives  is  indicative  
of  the  chasm  separating  the  ‘British  worlds’  that  each  grouping  claimed  to  inhabit.  A  
key  episode  concerned  the  visits  to  the  Islands  by  a  delegation  of  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  
on  16  and  23  April.  The  idea  seems  to  have  originated  from  a  proposal  made  to  Dr  
Richard   Cutts,   Anglican   Bishop   of   Argentina   and   the   Archbishop   of   Canterbury’s  
Episcopal  Commissary  to  the  Falklands,  to  allow  a  group  of  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  to  join  
him  on  his  planned  pastoral  visit  to  the  Islands.  But  in  the  face  of  public  controversy,  
the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  halted  the  proposal  and  took  the  jurisdiction  over  the  
Islands  back  into  his  own  hands.  Cutts  apologised  to  the  Prime  Minister,  explaining  
that  his  intentions  had  been  ‘purely  pastoral  and  non-­‐‑political’,  and  that  he  had  acted  
on  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury’s  request  to  further  ‘the  cause  of  reconciliation  and  
justice’.   But   his   stance   on   the   crisis  was   no   secret:   his   signature   had   featured   very  
prominently  in  the  telegram  from  the  Emergency  Committee  to  Mrs  Thatcher.56    
The   first   visit   went   ahead,   without   Cutts,   on   16   April.   Unaware   of   the   latest  
developments,   the   Islanders   braced   themselves   for   the   arrival   of   a   one   hundred-­‐‑
strong   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   deputation   headed   by   the   Bishop. 57   They   were   much  
relieved  when  a  miniscule  group  of  only  six  arrived  in  Stanley.58  The  visit  only  lasted  
a   few  hours,  during  which  they  tried  to  assuage  the  Falklands’  Executive  Council’s  
fears  about   the   future  under   the  Argentines.   (Short  as   the  visit  was,  however,   they  
seem   to   have   found   enough   time   for   some   ‘British’   shopping:   ‘they   spent   a   lot   of  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
56  TNA  FCO  7/4547,  Bishop  Cutts  to  Thatcher,  14  April  1982,  fo.  15.  See  also  TNA  FCO  7/4547,  
Draft  reply  to  Bishop  Cutts,  18  April  1982,  fo.  27.    
57  Bound,  Invasion  1982,  loc.  2126–30.    
58  Some   Islanders’   accounts   differ   on   the   number   of   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   making   up   the  
delegation.   See   John   Smith,   74  Days:  An   Islander’s  Diary   of   the   Falklands  Occupation,   2nd   ed.  
(Hampshire:  Quetzal,  2002).  
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[their   time   in   the   Islands]   buying   up   British   goods   and   Falkland  wool   etc   at  West  
Store’,   complained   an   unimpressed   Islander).59  Apart   from   the   Council   members,  
they  still  managed  to  meet  several  locals,  who  seem  to  have  given  them  ‘a  very  cool  
reception’,  as  one  Falklander  noted   in  his  diary.60  Their   intentions  might  have  been  
genuine,  added  another,  but  the  hubristic  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  should  understand  that  
their  circumstances  were  very  different:  ‘Their  own  acceptance  of  Argentine  customs,  
language  and  politics’,   he   told   them,   ‘had  been   their   choice;  we  had   suddenly  had  
this  thrust  upon  us,  which  was  a  very  different  situation  indeed’.61    
Despite   having   failed   on   their   first   attempt,   the   delegation   returned   the   following  
week  to  propose  building  a  separate  town  for  the  Argentines,  allowing  the  Islanders  
to  keep  their  way  of  life  and  customs.  They  claimed  they  had  submitted  this  scheme  
to  Galtieri;  the  fact  that  they  had  flown  in  the  presidential  airplane  meant  that  he  at  
least   approved   of   their   efforts.62  On   arrival   in   Stanley,   the   deputation   announced  
their  proposal  over  the  Radio/Telephone  (to  which  the  people  from  the  areas  outside  
Stanley  could  respond),  and  then  summoned  a  public  meeting  at  the  post  office.  The  
R/T  announcement  was  met  with  an  ‘unequivocal  “No”  to  any  of  their  proposals  …  
from   all   settlements’,   according   to   one   account,   while   the   post   office   gathering  
‘turned  out   to  be   a  very   fiery  affair,   resulting   in   a   complete  disaster   as   far   as   their  
cause  was  concerned’.63  Another  diary  described  how  ‘feelings  were  indeed  rent  [sic]  
upon  the  group  and  there  were  bitter  scenes  at  a  public  meeting  …  in  Stanley’.64  Yet  
another   Islander   remarked   that   ‘people   were   so   angry   that   at   one   stage   it   almost  
broke   into   open   violence   and   all   you   could   hear  were   cries   of   “Get   out,   and   stay  
out”’.65  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
59  Letter  from  Islander  to  UK,  16  April  1982.  Nicholas  Timmins,  ‘Port  Stanley  Digs  in  for  “the  
Big  One”’,  Times,  12  May  1982.  
60  Ian  J.  Strange,  The  Falkland  Islands,  3rd  ed.  (Devon:  David  &  Charles,  1983);  Smith,  74  Days,  
56.  16  April  1982.  
61  Strange,  Falkland  Islands,  260.  16  April  1982.  
62  Ibid.,  265.  23  April  1982.  
63  Smith,  74  Days,  74–75.  25  April  1982.  
64  Strange,  Falkland  Islands,  266.  23  April  1982.  
65  Letter  from  Nap  Bound  to  UK,  late  April  1982,  quoted  in  Bound,  Invasion  1982,  loc.  2137–41.  
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The  locals’  responses  to  the  proposals  reveal  how  suspicious  the  Falklanders  were  of  
the  British   community   in  Argentina:   ‘most  people  here   consider   that   they   are  only  
there   as   long   as   their   pockets   are   full’,   explained   one.66  ‘Although  most   frightfully  
British’,  added  another  one,  ‘they  are  completely  in  the  grip  of  the  Argentines.  They  
don’t  appear  to  have  any  real  loyalty;  only  a  noxious  mixture  of  greed  and  snobbery,  
probably   more   dangerous   than   the   Argentines   themselves’. 67  A   young   Islander  
grumbled:  ‘There   is  no  creature  worse  than  an  Anglo-­‐‑Argie—their   loyalty   is  purely  
to   their   pocket   and   the   country   which   best   suits   their   pocket   at   the   time   and  
NOTHING  else’.68    
This   instance  points   to   radically  different  understandings  of  what  was  at   stake.  As  
one  Falklander  complained,  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  seemed  to  think  that  maintaining  
the  Kelpers’  ‘way  of  life’  meant  keeping  the  superficial  existence  of  ‘a  simple,  camp  
community’.69  Needless   to   say,   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   community   would   not   have  
shared  this  assessment.  After  all,   they  valued   ‘British   identity’  and   ‘traditions’  very  
highly.   Here,   perhaps,   a   Buenos   Aires   Herald   editorial   may   reveal   other   aspects   of  
how   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   viewed   the   Falkland   Islanders.   While   stressing   the  
importance   of   common   descent,   the   editorial   also   exposed   the   widely   divergent  
worldviews  of  Islanders  and  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines,  describing  the  Kelpers  as  ‘an  insular  
people’,  whose  ‘ties  with  Britain  are  based  on  what  they  are  familiar  with  (the  history  
of  their  ancestors,   the  language  and  the  Falkland  Islands  Company,  to  which  many  
of  them  owe  house  and  home)’.  In  contrast  to  the  charges  levelled  from  Stanley,  the  
Islanders   were   said   to   hold   ‘no   direct   links   with   Britain   itself   either   socially   [or]  
politically’.  The  Islanders’  suspicion  was  depicted  as  simply  an  issue  of  geographical  
isolation   and   language,   which   could   be   easily   overcome—and   thus   the   optimal  
solution   lay  with   the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines:   ‘if  people   from  the  mainland  of   their  same  
descent   and   speaking   their   same   language   can   make   contact   with   them,   their  
eventual   return   to  normal   life,   this   time  under  Argentine   rule,  will   be  made  much  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
66  Bound,  Invasion  1982,  loc.  2141–43.  
67  Smith,  74  Days,  74–75.  25  April  1982.  
68  IWM   Documents.3921/84/19/1,   Private   Papers   of   T.J.D.   Miller,   April–June   1982.   25   April  
1982.  
69  Strange,  Falkland  Islands,  265.    
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easier’.70  Yet  perhaps  in  the  eyes  of  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  it  was  not  just  a  matter  of  
maintaining  a   simple  way  of   life;   there  was  a  deeper  discrepancy  between   the   two  
communities.   For   the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines,   the   Falklanders’   fixation   to   remain   under  
British   sovereignty   showed   that   they   did   not   have   a   true   appreciation   for  what   it  
meant  to  be  ‘British’.    
These  contrasting  views  underline  the  conceptual  void  that  had  opened  up  between  
Falkland   Islanders’   and   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines’   respective   understandings   of   ‘British  
identity’   and   ‘traditions’.   They   epitomised   one   of   the   fundamental   differences  
between  the  two  ‘British’  communities  separated  by  the  Argentine  Sea—namely,  the  
importance   attached   to   British   sovereignty   in   order   to   protect   British   values   and  
traditions.   Understanding   the   dysfunctional   dynamics   between   these   self-­‐‑styled  
British  communities—the  rhetoric  of  ‘othering’  informing  their  relationship,  a  failure  
of   trust   and   a   lack   of   empathy   for   each   other—provides   a   unique   insight   into   the  
dwindling   conceptual   purchase   of   the   British   world:   both   groupings   individually  
claimed   to  be  part  of  Greater  Britain,  yet   they   simultaneously   rejected  each  other’s  
vision  of  Britishness,  thus  stressing  the  fragmented  nature  of  this  supposedly  global  
community.   While   ‘British   world’   arguments   resonated   in   parts   of   the   United  
Kingdom   in   relation   to   the   Falklands   during   the   war,   the   divergent   views   of  
Islanders   and   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   demonstrate   the   limited   reach   of   this   concept   by  
1982.   For,   indeed,  Greater  Britain  had  always  been  understood  as   a  global   concept  
uniting   communities   across   the   globe   in   all   directions,   and   not   merely   between  
colony/dominion  and  ‘metropole’.  
The   Islanders’   icy   reception   did   not   stop   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   from   trying   other  
initiatives,   however.   About   three   weeks   later,   prompted   by   the   escalation   of   the  
conflict,  the  BCC  proposed  to  the  British  Prime  Minister  that  a  temporary  ceasefire  be  
declared   in  order   to  evacuate   the  Falklands’   children   to  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  homes   in  
mainland  Argentina.71  This  plan  seemed  altruistic  to  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines,  but  was  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
70  ‘A  Fine  Sentiment’,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,  14  April  1982.  
71  G.  T.  Murchison  (BCC)  to  Thatcher,  17  May  1982,  quoted  in  Graham-­‐‑Yooll,  Forgotten  Colony,  
291.  
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spurned   by   Islanders.   While   there   is   no   evidence   of   any   official   response   from  
London,   some   London-­‐‑based   Islanders   spoke   out   against   it,   stressing   the   level   of  
mistrust   for   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   and   asking   them,   instead,   to   persuade   ‘the  
Argentines   to   remove   themselves   from   the   islands’,   while   in   the   Falklands   the  
proposal  was  not  even  considered.72  These  criticisms  did  not  go  unnoticed  among  the  
Anglo-­‐‑Argentines,  who  denounced  those  who  had  rejected  this  initiative;  yet  it  also  
led  others  to  censure  the  BCC  for  its  ‘naive  misunderstanding  of  island  opinion’.73    
In   one   sense,   it   is   not   surprising   that   the   outreach   efforts   of   the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  
were  spurned  by  the  Falklanders,  given  that  their  Islands  had  been  forcibly  invaded  
by  Argentina.  Yet  their  rejection  of  a  Greater  British  link  with  them  is  more  complex.  
In   terms   of   ethnic   origins,   sentiments   and   culture,  many  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   indeed  
were  as  close  to  the  Islanders  as  Britons  in  the  UK.  It  was  perhaps  because  the  Anglo-­‐‑
Argentines   accepted   Argentine   rule,   and   especially   because   they   stood   at   the  
opposite  end  of   the   spectrum  on   the   issue  of   the  Falklands  dispute,   that   they  were  
depicted   as   foreign.   This,   as   we   shall   see,   would   also   feed   into   doubts   and  
disagreements  among  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  community  about  their  own  Britishness.  
‘Betrayed  and  heartbroken’:  a  community  divided  
The   Falklands   conflict   forced   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   to   re-­‐‑evaluate   their   national  
identity.  The  parameters   for   the  debate  were   largely  set  by   the  Buenos  Aires  Herald,  
the  only  remaining  major  daily  of   the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  community  by  1982,  whose  
editorial   stance   since   the   mid-­‐‑1960s   made   a   distinction   between   the   Malvinas’  
sovereignty  and  the  Islanders’  way  of  life;  and  while  it  supported  Argentina’s  claim,  
it   showed   a   degree   of   empathy   towards   the   Islanders,  who   shared   common   roots,  
language   and   traditions   with   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines.   Their   experience   as   a   British  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
72  Nicholas  Timmins,  ‘Truce  Call  to  Take  Children  Away’,  Times,  19  May  1982;  Smith,  74  Days,  
123.  18  May  1982.  
73  ‘Save   the  Children’,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,   20  May  1982;  R.F.V.  Cooper,  Letter   to   the  editor,  
Buenos  Aires  Herald,  14  July  1982.    
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community   in   Argentina,   moreover,   provided   the   framework   through  which   they  
saw  the  Islands’  future  under  Argentine  sovereignty.74    
With   the   invasion   of   the  Malvinas   in   April   1982,   the   newspaper   reflected   anxiety  
over   the   fate   of   the   community   in   Argentina,   prompted   in   part   by   instances   of  
ostracism,  bullying  and  criticism  of   community  members  by   their  Argentine  peers.  
The  Herald  presented   itself  as   ‘an   integral  and  necessary  part  of  Argentine  national  
life’,   and   it   sought   to   find   a   place   for   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   community  within   the  
Argentine  nation,  alongside  other  ethnic  groupings,  thus  providing  a  solution  to  the  
problem   of   successfully   integrating   the   Islanders   into   Argentina.75  Around   mid-­‐‑
April,  the  newspaper  changed  leadership,  as  the  British-­‐‑born  editor,  James  Neilson,  
was  forced  to  flee  to  Uruguay.  Dan  Newland,  the  American-­‐‑born  interim  Editor-­‐‑in-­‐‑
Chief,   took   a   far   more   explicit   pro-­‐‑Argentine   (though   not   unambiguously   pro-­‐‑
regime)  stance  to  highlight  what  he  described  as  the  corruption  in  Britain’s  manner  
of  waging  war,  seeing  in  the  escalation  of  violence  the  true  and  perfidious  intentions  
of  London.  Whether  or  not  the  external  pressures  from  the  Junta  were  connected  to  
the   changes   in   the   newspaper’s   editorial   line,   what   is   most   significant   is   that   the  
opinions  expressed   in   the  Herald  had   the  capacity   to   frame   the  wider  debate   in   the  
community.   Here   again,   the   views   of   individuals   often   differed   from   that   of  
community   institutions,   but   the   former   tended   to   couch   their   views   in   response   to  
statements  from  the  latter.76  
Though  many  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   chose   to   keep   a   low   profile   during   the   crisis,   the  
war  undoubtedly  caused  ruptures  among   families  and   friends.77  Public  and  private  
letters   can   give   us   a   glimpse   of   the   discussions   that   took   place   among   Anglo-­‐‑	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
74  See,   for   instance,   ‘The   Malvinas’,   Buenos   Aires   Herald,   30   November   1968;   ‘Solution   in  
Sight?’,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,  27  November  1980.  
75  ‘Taking   It   to   the   Street’,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,   7   April   1982;   ‘A  Greater  Nation—I’,  Buenos  
Aires  Herald,  11  April  1982;  ‘A  Greater  Nation—II’,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,  12  April  1982.  
76  For   some   examples   of   the   Herald’s   coverage   of   the   war,   see   ‘Britain   Turns   Aggressor’,  
Buenos  Aires  Herald,  26  April  1982;  ‘Delayed  Reaction’,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,  7  May  1982.  On  the  
Junta’s   pressures,   see   Thomas,   ‘Dispute’,  Times,   14  April   1982.  Newland  maintains   that   he  
was  motivated  by  general  anti-­‐‑war   feelings,  rather   than  by   ‘fear  of  censorship  of  any  kind’.  
Dan  Newland,  correspondence  with  the  author,  8  February  2015.  
77  Catherine  E.  Kirby,  interviewed  by  the  author  (Buenos  Aires,  Argentina),  14  June  2014.    
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Argentines.  A  key  theme  under  scrutiny  was  the  meaning  and  significance  of  ‘British  
values’,  enacted   in   the   local  British  spaces  of  churches,  clubs,  schools  and  charities.  
Echoing  some  of  the  editorials  from  the  Herald,  the  key  events  of  the  war  prompted  
many   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   to   question   the   applicability   of   those   traditional   British  
values  to  Britain  itself.  The  war,  in  fact,  seemed  to  show  that  the  UK  had  veered  very  
far   from   the   path.   One   reader   of   the   Herald,   for   example,   felt   ‘betrayed   and  
heartbroken’   because,   though   she   had   always   been   proud   of   the   British   values   of  
‘chivalry,  fair  play  and  honesty’  (inherited  through  her  ‘pure  Anglo-­‐‑Saxon  ancestry’),  
the  British  government’s  actions   to  recover  South  Georgia  had  shown  that   ‘none  of  
those  virtues  apply’.  The  war  had  proven   to  her   that   those  virtues,   in   fact,   applied  
more  readily  to  Argentina,  leading  her  to  declare:  ‘As  far  as  I’m  concerned,  as  from  
yesterday   I   am  101  percent  Argentine’.78  The  novelty  of   this  discovery   reveals  how  
uncritical  and  naïve  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines’  views  of  Britain  had  been  until  then.  They  
were  undergoing  a  similar  experience  to  that  of  millions  of  Britons  across  the  globe  
who   had   ‘discovered’   after   the   end   of   empire   that   the   country   they   had   long  
cherished   as   ‘home’   was   a   far   cry   from   their   idealised   image   of   Britain.   Other  
members   of   the   British   community   expressed   similar   views.   An   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  
woman  wrote  to  the  Spectator  in  the  immediate  aftermath  of  the  conflict,  dejected  to  
find   how   false   was   the   ‘picture   of   a   wise,   mature   mother   country’   that   she   had  
always  cherished.  This  had  led  her  to  the  discovery  ‘that  I  was  in  fact  an  Argentine’.79  
Another   woman,   writing   to   Mrs   Thatcher   in   the   aftermath   of   the   sinking   of   the  
Belgrano,   felt   ‘ashamed   at   Gt.   Britain’s   abominable   behaviour’.   The   country   that  
prided   itself  on  doing   ‘everything  on  principle’  had  been   found  not   to  have  any  at  
all.  Like   the  previous  writer,   this  woman  chose   to  express  her  change  of  allegiance  
categorically—enclosing  her  British  passport  with  the  letter  as  proof.80  This  feeling  of  
despondency   at   the   apparent   loss   of   British   values   in   the   United   Kingdom   was  
reflected   in  numerous  other   letters   to   the  Herald.  For   instance,  an  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine,  
though   ‘proud   of   [her]   British   heritage’,   was   ‘distressed   to   see   that   this   “present  
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79  Chancellor,  ‘Notebook’,  Spectator,  26  June  1982.    
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haughtiness  of  demeanour”  will  bring  about  a  loss  of  British  influence  and  prestige  
in   South   America’.81  Another   reader   lamented   the   British   government’s   apparent  
relentlessness   in   ‘butchering   our   young   lads   so   that   they   can   keep   their   third-­‐‑rate  
citizens  living  in  feudal  times,  all  in  the  name  of  democracy’.82    
Closely   linked   to   British   values  was   the   attitude   of   ‘dishonesty’   that  many  Anglo-­‐‑
Argentines  ascribed  to  the  Conservative  government’s  execution  of  the  war—a  view  
exacerbated   by   Britain’s   disregard   for   the   community’s   initiatives   concerning   the  
Islanders’  future.  If  Britain  claimed  to  uphold  ‘its  sacred  responsibility  for  the  rights  
of   the  British   subjects’,   asked  one  vexed   reader,  why  had   ‘the   17,000   strongly  pro-­‐‑
Argentine   British   subjects   just   across   the   water   from   the   Malvinas   not   [been]  
consulted’?   For   the   author   of   the   letter,   this   showed   not   so   much   Britain'ʹs  
indifference   towards   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   as   its   skulduggery.   Otherwise,   he  
continued,  why  were  they  not  being  protected  from  the   ‘brutal   fascist  dictator’   that  
the  British  politicians  and  media  constantly  talked  about?83  
Another  bone  of   contention  was   the   issue  of   loyalty.  This   ranged   from  devotion   to  
their  country  of  birth  or  adoption  (Argentina)  to  allegiance  to  the  British  crown—in  
most  cases,  clearly  distinguished  from  the  British  government.84  The  loyalty  owed  to  
Argentina  was   construed   as   a   debt   of   gratitude,   as   to   ‘turn   against   the   Argentine  
would  be   like  biting  the  hand  that   fed  them’.85  After  making  wartime  contributions  
to  Britain—‘a  country’,  one  writer  remarked,  ‘which  most  of  us  barely  knew’—now  
the   time   had   come   to   show   gratitude   towards  Argentina,   ‘a   country  which  we   do  
know’.86  Another  writer,   irked  by   the  Daily  Express   ridiculing   the   ‘British  “fat  cats”’  
who  supported  the  Junta,  argued  that  not  many  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  had  been  able  to  
toast   ‘the  king  on   the  battlefields  during   the   last  World  War’,   since   ‘many  of   them  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
81  Lida  von  Schey,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,  12  May  1982.  
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fell  in  battle  and  could  not  return  to  toast  the  welfare  of  their  country,  the  Argentine  
Republic’.87  These   writers   embraced   a   new   definition   of   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   identity,  
one   based   on   country   of   birth   or   adoption,   rather   than   on   blood,   tradition   and  
‘values’,  which   had   rapidly   lost   their   capacity   to   resonate  meaningfully.   Likewise,  
the  idea  of  ‘home’  had  come  to  acquire  a  different  meaning  for  many,  as  reflected  in  
a   letter  published   in   the  Spanish   language  daily  La  Nación   blaming  Prime  Minister  
Thatcher  for  inciting  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  to  hate  Britain:  ‘I  used  to  visit  Great  Britain’,  
stated  the  reader,  ‘and  every  time  I  arrived  there  I  felt  like  I  was  at  home.  From  now  
on,  I  will  never  again  set  foot  on  British  soil’.88    
The   theme   of   ‘home’   and  national   allegiance  was   further   explored   in   a   letter   from  
Catherine   Kirby   to   the   Herald   at   the   end   of   June,   which   displayed   explicitly   the  
thought  process  implicitly  experienced  by  many  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines.  A  key  idea  in  her  
letter  was   that  allegiance   to  another  country  had  become  obsolete.  She  reflected  on  
her   struggle   as   an   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   to   find   her   ‘national   conscience’.   While   her  
generation  had  mixed  more  with  ‘the  “natives”’  (meaning  Argentines  of  non-­‐‑British  
descent),   they   had   also   inherited   the   British   values   of   ‘fair   play’   and   ‘team   effort’.  
Crucially,   however,   a   sense   of   ‘English   “arrogance”’   prevalent   among   the   Anglo-­‐‑
Argentine  community  was  causing  a  ‘dual  “national  conscience”’,   leading  them  not  
to  feel  at  home  in  either  country.  The  solution  lay  with  accepting  Argentina  as  ‘our  
home   and   …   be   proud   to   be   part   of   it’—using   their   British   values   for   the  
advancement   of   their   nation.89   This   was   not   a   decision   to   be   taken   lightly;   it  
constituted  a   radical   shift   for  most  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines.  As  an  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   from  
Rosario  stated  in  a  private  letter,  for  most  members  of  the  British  community  the  war  
had  ‘meant—probably  for  the  first  time  in  our  lives—almost  total  identification  with  
Argentina’—partly  because  their  initiatives  had  been  unreciprocated  both  in  the  UK  
and   in   the  Falklands.   Indeed,   the   Islanders’   snub   to  Argentina’s  Britons   seemed   to  
have  elicited  new   levels  of  exasperation:   ‘the   idiots’,   she  grumbled,   ‘wouldn’t  even  	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entrust   their   children   to   the   care   of   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   families  who   offered   to   take  
them   while   the   fighting   went   on’.90  Bill   Schwarz’s   work   on   the   Central   African  
Federation  in  the  1960s  observes  how  similar  tensions  came  to  a  head  due  to  what  he  
terms  an  irreversible  failure  of  ‘mutuality’  between  British  settlers  in  Africa  and  their  
masters  in  London.  While  these  differences  were  long  inherent  to  the  Greater  British  
relationship,  decolonisation  prompted  them  to  turn  ‘into  outright  antagonism’.  91    
In   some  cases,   this  deep  disillusionment  with  Britain   tacitly   emulated   the  attitudes  
adopted   by   other   British   communities   since   the   onset   of   decolonisation.   White  
Rhodesians  and  Ulster  loyalists  had  in  different  ways  professed  loyalty  to  the  idea  of  
Britain  while  promoting  disobedience   to  Westminster.  This  was  a   line  of  argument  
that  some  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  followed,  maintaining  that  to  side  with  Argentina  in  the  
war   did   not  mean   disloyalty   to   the  Queen   or   to   their   British   identity.  One   reader,  
echoing  the  cries  of  other  embattled  British  loyalists  around  the  globe,  went  as  far  as  
to   call   ‘patriot[s]’   all   those   ‘who   condemn  what   Britain   is   doing   here’,  while   those  
who  approved  of  it  ‘might  as  well  have  been  born  in  Weissnichtwo,  for  all  they  know  
of  the  meaning  of  the  word  British’.92  Another  conceded  that  people  were  entitled  to  
support   the   British   campaign,   yet   they  would   be   ‘very  wrong   to   imply   that   those  
who   did   not   agree   with   the   view   were   in   any   way   less   loyal   to   Her   Majesty’.93  
Opinions   such   as   these  were   bound   to   generate   rifts  within   the   community.94  One  
writer,   for   example,   derided   the   apparent   community-­‐‑wide   change   of   loyalties,  
sarcastically  suggesting  that  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  donate  their  decorations  ‘to  the  local  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
90  Nell  Shakespear  to  Deborah  L.  Jakubs,  July  1982,  quoted  in  Deborah  L.  Jakubs,  ‘Straddling  
the   Fence   No   More:   The   Falkland/Malvinas   War   and   Its   Impact   on   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  
Identity’,   in   Intellectual  Migrations:  Transcultural  Contributions   of  European  and  Latin  American  
Émigrés—Papers   of   the   Thirty-­‐‑First   Annual   Meeting   of   the   Seminar   on   the   Acquisition   of   Latin  
American   Library   Materials   (Salalm),   ed.   Iliana   L.   Sonntag   (Madison:   SALALM   Secretariat,  
1987),  104–05.  
91  See  Schwarz,  ‘Only  White  Man’,  69.  
92  M.S.  Waterhouse,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,  14  May  1982.  
93  G.H.  Gibson,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,  11  August  1982.  
94  This  was  compounded  by  what  many  regarded  as  blatantly  pro-­‐‑Argentine  coverage   from  
the  Herald.  See  Gerald  S.  Milman,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,  3  June  1982;  Jackie  
Henderson,  Letter   to   the  editor,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,  10   June  1982;  Geoffrey  Green,  Letter   to  
the  editor,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,  10  June  1982;  Peter  Cressall,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Buenos  Aires  
Herald,  17  June  1982.  
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Patriotic   Fund   for   sale   to   numismatists’.95  Another,   British-­‐‑born   author   lambasted  
those  who,  ‘after  deriving  great  benefit  from  their  British  connection  in  the  past’,  had  
decided  to  abandon  their  Britishness  when  it  became  less  convenient  to  them.96  
Thus   the   panorama   of   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   public   opinion   that   we   glean   from   these  
letters  is  a  complex  one,  and  one  that  highlights  the  extent  of  discord.  The  divergent  
views  of  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  individuals  and  organisations  show  here  that  despite  the  
appearance  of  an  unequivocal  embrace  of  the  British  world  ideal  at  the  institutional  
level,  the  war  had  magnified  the  latent  contradictions  within  the  concept  of  Greater  
Britain   in   each  person’s   understanding   of   it.  At   a  more   global   level,   this   failure   of  
mutual   identification   not   only   drove   a   wedge   between   the   various   ‘British’  
communities   implicated   in   the   crisis,   but   also   affected   the   internal   cohesion   of   the  
individual  groupings  themselves.    
The  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  dilemma  
These  divisions  were   the  result  of  a  deeper  change   in   the   thinking  of  many  Anglo-­‐‑
Argentines,  whereby  blood  and  tradition  had  ceased  to  be  regarded  as  determinants  
of   national   identification.  Devoid   of   this   object   of   allegiance,  many   turned   to   their  
place   of   birth   or   residence,   coming   to   see   it   in   a   new   light.   In   their   efforts   to  
understand   their   place   within   the   Argentine   nation,   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   met  
difficulties  not  unlike  those  of  the  ‘new  nationalist’  drive  in  the  British  world  in  the  
wake   of   empire,   where   erstwhile   British   communities   had   sought   to   create   new  
national  myths  rooted  in  their  territories,  new  histories,  flags  and  anthems.  It  was  far  
from   a   teleological   and   unproblematic   evolution;   in   this   global   context   of   the  
unravelling  of  Greater  Britain,   the  changes  within   the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  community  
reveal  the  wide  reach  of  the  crisis  of  Britishness.    
This   transformation   within   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   community   was   analysed   in   a  
Buenos   Aires   Herald   opinion   piece   from   13  May.  Written   by   the   columnist   Ronald  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
95  Reginald  Stuart,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,  12  May  1982.  
96  Cooper,  Letter,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,  12  May  1982.    
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Hansen,  it  was  a  very  conscious  effort  by  an  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  to  come  to  terms  with  
the  identity  dilemma  facing  the  community,  and  provoked  many  responses—both  in  
favour  and  against.  Hansen  was  a  so-­‐‑called   ‘true  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine’:  he  was  born   in  
Argentina  of  British  parents,  was  educated  in  a  ‘British’  school  in  Argentina,  and  was  
an   active   member   of   the   community.97  Hansen   focused   on   the   recent   infighting  
within  the  community:  these  differences  reflected  the  inability  of  some  ‘to  grasp  the  
process  of   change   that  has   taken  place   in   their  midst’.  The  war  had  brought   to   the  
fore   the   desire   of   many   ‘individual   community   members   …   to   affirm   their   real  
identity  and  break  out’  of  what  he  called  an  ‘uneasy,  largely  self-­‐‑imposed  condition  
of   foreigners   in   their   own   country’.   The   key   catalyst,   however,   had   been   Britain’s  
belligerent  attitude.  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines,  finally  and  irreparably  ‘alienated’,  were  led  to  
‘attack  the  Rubicon  they  really  wanted  to  cross  years  ago’.  Thanks  to   this,   ‘the  vast  
majority  of  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  have  now  realised  clearly  where  their  loyalties  lie’.  But  
there  remained   ‘those  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  …  who  still  value   their  British  ascendancy  
over  their  Argentine  nationality’.  They  had  a  choice  between  accepting  the  Argentine  
stance  or  continuing  to  live  ‘in  a  ghetto  of  their  own  creation’.98    
Although  Hansen’s  analysis  had  its  merits,  he  ultimately  missed  the  point.  There  was  
nothing   unique   about   this   ‘self-­‐‑imposed   condition   of   foreigners   in   their   own  
country’.   The   sense   of   a   common   kinship,   material   interests   and   values   and  
traditions   that   transcended   political   and   geographical   borders,   was   not   the   sole  
preserve   of   the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines.   Rather,   it  was   shared   by   communities   scattered  
around   the  globe   that   saw   themselves  as  part  of   a   ‘British  world’.   It  was   the   sheer  
extent  of   this  global  dispersal  of  people   that   rendered   ‘Greater  Britain’  plausible  as  
an  object  of  civic   loyalty.  That  Hansen  was  unable   to   think  comparatively  seems  to  
show  how  this  sense  of  a  global  Britishness  had  evaporated  among  members  of  the  
community.  In  this  light,  the  attitude  of  many  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  in  rejecting  Britain  
was  based  on  a  newfound  awareness  that  those  commonalities  no  longer  existed.    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
97  Hansen  also  had  Danish  ancestry.  Dan  Newland,  correspondence  with  the  author,  11  June  
2014;  Cortés-­‐‑Conde,  Angloargentinos,  123.  
98  Ronald  Hansen,  ‘The  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  Dilemma’,  Buenos  Aires  Herald,  13  May  1982.  
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The   question   remains,   however,   as   to   whether   the   Falklands   War   produced   an  
irrevocable   rupture   within   the   community.   While   many   divided   families   made  
amends   after   the   conflict,   circumstances   in  Argentina  made   a   ‘return   to  normality’  
very  difficult.99  Despite   a   spell   of   cordial   relations   in   the   1990s,   official   antagonism  
towards   Britain   has   been   prevalent   since   the   1980s—with   poor   trade   relations  
playing   an   important   role.   There   have   been   numerous   demonstrations   of   public  
hostility  towards  Britain,  such  as  the  April  1984  attack  on  the  George  Canning  statue  
in  Plaza  Fuerza  Aérea,  in  which  a  group  of  war  veterans  and  activists  pulled  the  figure  
off   its   pedestal   and   cast   it   into   the   river   Plate.100  Other   permanent   changes   in   the  
urban  landscape—in  addition  to  the  ones  mentioned  at  the  outset—reflect  a  similar  
anti-­‐‑British   logic,   such   as   the   renaming   of  Avenida   Canning   and   its   corresponding  
underground   station   in   Buenos   Aires   after   Raúl   Scalabrini   Ortíz,   an   eminent  
twentieth-­‐‑century   Argentine   writer,   who   had   vehemently   denounced   British  
‘colonialism’   in   Argentina. 101   Moreover,   important   ‘British’   icons   have   since  
disappeared:  Harrods  (Buenos  Aires)  closed  down  in  1998;  the  English  Social  Club  in  
Lomas   de   Zamora,   struggling   to   recruit   new   members,   had   to   shut   down  
temporarily  in  2002;  and  the  iconic  Richmond  Tea  Rooms  gave  way  to  a  Nike  store  in  
2011,  to  the  chagrin  of  many  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines.102  Although  there  were  other  factors  
at  play  here,  these  closures  also  reflected  their  shrinking  core  clientele.    
The   demography   of   the   community   is   clearly   changing,   reflected   by   the   BCC’s  
rebranding   itself   ‘Argentine’   British   Community   Council   in   1993.103  Anglican   and  
Presbyterian   churches   have   long   conducted   their   main   services   in   Spanish.   And  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
99  Kirby,  interview;  Lough,  interview.  
100  The  statue  was  restored   in  1994,  but  placed   instead   in  Plaza  Mitre.  For  an  account  of   this  
event,  see  Federico  Lorenz,  ‘Los  Jóvenes  y  la  Guerra  de  Malvinas:  A  Propósito  de  la  Película  
Los  Chicos  de  la  Guerra’,  Cine  y  Formación  Docente  (2005).  
101  See  Cardoso,  ed.,  Malvinas  en  la  Historia,  165.  
102  Willy   G.   Bouillon,   ‘Fin   de   una   Historia   Muy   British’,   La   Nación,   7   August   1998;   Colin  
Barraclough,   ‘End   of   the   Club   for   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines’,  Daily   Telegraph,   12  May   2002;   Daisy  
Goodwin,  ‘Last  of  England’,  Guardian,  6  March  1999;  Uki  Goni,  ‘Legendary  Buenos  Aires  Cafe  
to  Make  Way  for  Nike  Shop’,  Guardian,  21  August  2011.  
103   ABCC,   ‘About   the   ABCC:   The   Why   and   the   Wherefore’;   retrieved   from  
http://www.abcc.com.ar/about-­‐‑the-­‐‑abcc-­‐‑the-­‐‑why-­‐‑and-­‐‑the-­‐‑wherefore   (accessed   10   March  
2015).  
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sporadic   reports   in   the   British   media   since   1982   confirm   that   the   community’s  
Britishness  is  rapidly  fading  out.104  It  is  estimated  that  some  15,000  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  
currently   live   in  the  Buenos  Aires  area.  The  younger  community  members  are  now  
largely   Spanish-­‐‑speaking   and   their   loyalties   unmistakably   lie   with   Argentina.105  
Thus,   although   an   expatriate   British   community   still   exists   (as   in   countless   other  
global  cities),  this  no  longer  evinces  the  same  peculiar  characteristics  that  typified  the  
Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  mentality  prior  to  1982.  
The   cumulative  weight   of   the   evidence  presented  here   suggests   that   the   Falklands  
War  was   a   transformative   event   for   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   community,   bearing   out  
Pietsch’s  notion  that  British  world  identities  were  inherently  relational.106  The  failure  
of  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  initiatives  in  London  and  Stanley  dashed  hopes  of  averting  a  
war   by   appealing   to   a   shared  Britishness,   thereby   rendering   their   object   of   loyalty  
obsolete  in  the  eyes  of  many.  Among  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines,  British  and  Falklanders,  
notions   of   Britishness  were   diverging.  When  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines   invoked   loyalty   to  
Britain  in  the  two  World  Wars,  mutual  commercial  interests,  British  descent,  values  
and  traditions,  they  still  appeared  to  believe  in  Greater  Britain’s  power  as  rhetorical  
signifier;  they  became  disabused  of  such  assumptions  when  faced  with  the  responses  
from   Britons   and   Islanders.   What   is   striking   is   not   that   Britain   and   the   Falkland  
Islands   rejected   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   proposals   but   that   the   British   community   in  
Argentina   had   so   readily   anticipated   that   their   understanding   of   ‘Greater   Britain’  
would   be   reciprocated.   With   their   expectations   shattered,   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  
resentment  at  British  hypocrisy  intensified.  This  rejection  foregrounded  fundamental  
differences   over   unifying   qualities,   thus   making   a   transnational   idea   of   identity  
increasingly   unviable.   If   Greater   Britain   had   endured   as   a   global   civic   idea   for  
decades,   it   was   largely   thanks   to   a   mutual   understanding   of   a   shared   inherent  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
104  ‘Heartbreak  Choice  as  the  Anglos  Break  Their  Old  Links  and  Throw  in  Their  Lots  with  the  
Argentines’,   Daily   Mail,   15   April   1983;   Phillip   Hay,   ‘Falklands   Factor   Ensures   Divided  
Loyalties  at  the  Club’,  BBC  Listener,  8  January  1987;  Gabriella  Gamini,  ‘Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  Bat  
on   in   Defence   of   Tea   and   Scones’,   Times,   30   March   1992;   Goodwin,   ‘Last   of   England’,  
Guardian,   6   March   1999;   Sophie   Campbell,   ‘A   Flavour   of   Britain   Down   Old   Buenos   Aires  
Way’,  Financial  Times,  23–24  April  2005.  
105  See  Cortés-­‐‑Conde,  Angloargentinos,  61.    
106  Pietsch,  ‘Rethinking’,  463.  
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sameness.   By   1982,   this   belief   had   faded   almost   entirely,   and   the   Falklands   War  
served  to  highlight  the  fictional  qualities  of  the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  premises  of   ‘being  
British’.  
The  story  of   the  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  needs  to  be  more  firmly  placed  within  a   ‘British  
world’   framework.   As   in   other   parts   of   the   declining   empire,   from   Rhodesia   to  
Australasia   to   Hong   Kong,   the   Falklands   conflict   produced   conflicting   visions   of  
‘Greater  Britain’  not  only  among  societies  physically  distant  from  each  other,  but  also  
within   those  societies.  This  brought  to  the  fore  the  fragmented,  contingent  nature  of  
the   British   world   enacted   in   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   society.   Looking   at   the   community  
within   a   ‘British   world’   framework   suggests   that   by   the   early   1980s   the   so-­‐‑called  
‘Anglo-­‐‑Argentine  connection’  had  all  but  vanished,  while  the  sentiments  of  kinship  
were  highly  asymmetrical  and  generally  unreciprocated.  Even  the  localised  iteration  
of   a   British   community   in   Argentina   was   merely   a   remnant   of   the   influential  
grouping   of   yesteryear.   The   community   of   interest   between   the   Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  
and  Great  Britain  had  evaporated  long  before  1982,  and  most  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  were  
aware   that   the   golden   age   of   the   British   community   had   been   fading   for   decades.  
Nevertheless,   here  was   a   community   that,   to   some   extent,   still   believed   they  were  
part   of   a   broader   communion   of   a   Greater   Britain   transcending   geographical  
boundaries.  This  reveals  how  an  idea  that  in  many  other  respects  was  almost  entirely  
obsolete   could   persist   in   more   isolated   British   communities,   particularly   where  
Britons  were  not   constitutionally   linked  with   the  United  Kingdom:  maybe  because  
they   had   never   ‘officially’   been   part   of   the   empire,   they   were   able   to   continue  
believing  that  they  were  part  of  a  wider  community  long  after  is  dissolution.  It  was  
perhaps  their  relative  isolation  from  Britain  that  permitted  this  belief  to  persist.  What  
is  remarkable   is   that   it   took  the  Falklands  War  to  disabuse  many  Anglo-­‐‑Argentines  
of  their  imagined  British  link,  having  previously  weathered  the  nationalisation  of  the  
railways  and  the  rise  of  militant  nationalism  in  Argentina.  And  yet  in  that  sense  they  
were  by  no  means  atypical;   their   experience  was   emblematic  of   the   fate  of  Greater  
Britain   in   other   parts   of   the  world   that   held   on   to   the   bitter   end—the   ‘orphans   of  
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empire’,   in   John   Darwin’s   resonant   turn   of   phrase.107  It   is   often   only   through   a  
pronounced  crisis   that   ideas  of   community  and  cultural  affinity  are  put   to   the   test.  
The   Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   story   suggests   that   notions   of   community   can   survive,  
unchallenged,   long   after   the   material   links   that   traditionally   sustained   them   have  
dissolved.  
This   story   ultimately   highlights   that   the   Greater   British   dynamics   informing   the  
Falklands   War   went   beyond   constitutionally   British   societies,   and   that   its   effects  
were   more   than   merely   ornamental—another   clearly   distinguishable   imperial  
dimension   of   the   conflict.   The  Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   dilemma   foregrounds   the   inherent  
contradictions  in  a  supposedly  global  concept  based  on  ethnicity  and  traditions.  As  
we   shall   see   in   the   next   chapter,   these   very   problems   would   exert   a   profound  
influence  on  Britain  and  the  Falklands  in  the  aftermath  of  the  war.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
107  Darwin,  ‘Orphans’,  330.  
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6  
‘Beyond  the  quieting  of  the  guns’  
The  Falklands  factor  and  the  after-­‐‑effects  of  war  
  
As  the  news  of  the  ceasefire  in  the  South  Atlantic  reached  London  on  the  night  of  14  
June,   crowds  made   their   way   to   Downing   Street.   Gathering   at   the  Whitehall   end,  
they   celebrated   Britain’s   victory,   toasting   with   champagne   and   chanting   ‘Rule,  
Britannia!’  Mrs  Thatcher,   returning   from   the  House  of  Commons,   reportedly  made  
the  now  well-­‐‑known  exclamation   to   the   journalists  outside  Number  10:   ‘Today  has  
put  the  Great  back  into  Britain!’  The  Prime  Minister  was  not  alone  in  seeing  success  
in   the   South  Atlantic   as   something   far  more   profound   than   a  mere   sideshow   in   a  
remote  corner  of  the  globe.  No  sooner  had  victory  been  declared  than  commentators  
in   the   UK   began   to   look   at   the   deeper   impact   of   the   Falklands   on   Britain.   Peter  
Jenkins’   column   in   the  Guardian,   for   one,   argued   that   people  would   have   to   draw  
their   ‘own   balance   sheet   and   historians  must   decide  where   to   place   the   Falklands  
War  in  the  annals  of  Britain'ʹs  post-­‐‑1945  adjustment  to  her  reduced  circumstances  as  a  
declining  power’.  He  sensed  that  something  unique,  with  a   flavour  of  permanence,  
had  transpired,  although  the  ‘Falklands  factor’  would  dwindle  as  the  ‘Islands  recede  
into  the  distance  of  national  concerns’:    
Heroic   folk-­‐‑memories  have  been   revived.  Patriotic   instincts  have  been  aroused  and  
they   potentially   transcend   the   dividing   lines   of   class   and   ideology.   The   politicians  
have   been   reminded   of   how   to   wrap   themselves   in   Union   Flags.   A   spirit   of  
nationalism  has  been  aroused  and  it  will  linger  on  beyond  the  quieting  of  the  guns.1    
Almost  a  year  later,  the  Conservative  landslide  victory  at  the  polls  seemed  to  confirm  
the  lingering  after-­‐‑effects  of  the  Falklands  conflict.  Two  days  after  Mrs  Thatcher’s  re-­‐‑
election,   a  Daily  Mail   leader   trumpeted:   ‘There   is   a   stubborn   and   enduring   quality  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  Peter   Jenkins,   ‘Patriotism  Has  Worked  Its  Old  Magic’,  Guardian,  16   June  1982.   Jenkins  was  
prominent  as  an  early  Social  Democratic  Party  (SDP)  supporter.  
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about  this  result.  A  feeling  of  holding  the  line  …  of  seeing  the  thing  through  …  there  
is   an   undertow   of   military   metaphor’.   A   strong   link   was   made   between   Britain’s  
victory   in   the   South  Atlantic   a   year   earlier   and   the  British   electorate’s  unequivocal  
endorsement   of   Mrs   Thatcher.   In   particular,   a   connection   was   made   between  
‘evok[ing]   the   wartime   spirit   of   sacrifice’   and   ‘combat[ing]   the   economic   forces  
battering  our  nation  into  defeatism’—which  harked  back  to  the  heroic  days  of  1945.  
Echoing   that   spirit,   the   Falklands   conflict   had   not   only   liberated   the   Falkland  
Islanders,  but  also  ‘many  people  here  at  home  from  certain  inhibitions  they  felt  about  
the  Thatcher  style  and  the  Thatcher  tone  …  So  the  Falklands  factor  did  count  in  this  
election’.   In   the   space  of   twelve  months,  pages  and  pages  of  print  media  had  been  
devoted   to   this   allegedly   unique   socio-­‐‑political   phenomenon—the   capacity   of   the  
Falklands  War   to  have  a  deep  and  permanent   impact  on  British  politics   and,  more  
immediately,   its   role   in  delivering  victory   to   the  Conservatives   in   the   1983  general  
election.  The  ‘Falklands  factor’  had  entered  the  political  lexicon.    
By   June   1983,   of   course,   Thatcher’s   victory   was   no   surprise   to   anyone.   Yet,  
paradoxically,   the   popularity   of   the   Conservative   government   had   been   in   steady  
decline   since   its   early  days,   having  plummeted   from  an   initial   36%   in   July   1979   to  
about  18.5%  in  December  1981,  amid  spiralling  unemployment,  soaring  inflation  and  
an  alarming   increase   in   social  discontent—amply  demonstrated  by   the   instances  of  
civil   disturbance   replicated   across   the   United   Kingdom   that   year.   By  March   1982,  
levels   of   support   had   climbed   back   to   26%,   but   the   government’s   future   was   still  
uncertain  on   the  eve  of  war:   even   though   the  Labour  Party   (at  a   low  ebb  since   the  
‘winter   of   discontent’   of   1979)   had   failed   to   offer   a   viable   alternative,   it   seemed  
unrealistic  that  Margaret  Thatcher  would  see  a  second  term  in  office.  With  Galtieri’s  
invasion   of   the   Falklands,   however,   the   Prime   Minister’s   reputation   was  
transformed.  Her  government’s  popularity  ratings  climbed  to  41%  in  July  1982,  and  
never  dropped  below  33%  until  after  her  re-­‐‑election  in  1983.2  In  the  aftermath  of  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2  David   Sanders   et   al.,   ‘Government   Popularity   and   the   Falklands   War:   A   Reassessment’,  
British  Journal  of  Political  Science  17,  no.  3  (1987),  286  (Fig.1).  An  Economist/MORI  poll  placed  
51%  of  the  electorate  as  intending  to  vote  Conservative  if  there  had  been  an  election  after  the  
war.  ‘End  of  War’,  Economist,  26  June  1982.  
   210  
conflict,   she   commanded   the   respect  and  support  of  a   significant  proportion  of   the  
electorate,  and  her  party  was  widely  deemed  to  have  been  exonerated.  
One  year  on,  the  belief  that  a  key  determinant  in  Mrs  Thatcher’s  re-­‐‑election  had  been  
the  so-­‐‑called  ‘Falklands  factor’  was  widespread.  In  fact,  between  the  end  of  the  war  
and  June  1983  the  term  was  liberally  deployed  by  the  media,  by  the  Prime  Minister  
herself   and   by   other   politicians.   Yet   it   was   not   merely   the   preserve   of   pro-­‐‑
Thatcherites.   In   fact,   it   often   had   negative   connotations,   implying   that   waging   a  
distant  war  to  recover  an  imperial  relic  had  blinded  people  to  the  negative  aspects  of  
Thatcher’s   policies.   Regardless   of   political   leanings,   the   ‘Falklands   factor’   soon  
became  a  by-­‐‑word  for  a  sudden  and  favourable  change  in  public  opinion  due  to  the  
country’s  involvement  in  far-­‐‑flung  conflicts.3    
Admittedly,   some   scholars   have   argued   that   the   Falklands   factor   may   not   have  
played  the  role  generally  ascribed  to   it   in   the  1983  general  election.4  In  particular,  a  
study  by  Sanders  et  al.  in  1987—based  on  Gallup  polling  of  economic  expectations—
argues   that   the  Conservative   government   had   already   been   growing   in   popularity  
prior   to   the   Argentine   invasion   (as   a   result   of   particular   ‘macroeconomic  
management’  policies)  and  that  the  war  was  therefore  unlikely  to  have  enhanced  the  
trend  by  more   than  3  percentage  points,   and  only   for  a  period  of   three  months.5  A  
more  recent  study,  however,  refutes   that  argument,  pointing  out   the  deficiencies   in  
the  methodology   of   Sanders   et   al.,   and   adding   that   there   is   evidence   that   the  war  
may   have   affected   long-­‐‑term   ‘personal   expectations   and  public   evaluations   of  Mrs  
Thatcher’s   prime   ministerial   performance’.6  In   any   case,   the   war   may   have   had   a  
deeper   impact   on   British   life   during   the   1980s   than   merely   delivering   Thatcher   a  
second   term   in   office—one   that   cannot   easily   be   discerned   from   contemporary  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3  The  expression  was  later  used,  for  instance,  to  describe  the  impact  Britain’s  intervention  in  
the  Gulf  War   in  the  early  1990s  had  on  the  popularity  of   John  Major’s  government.  See,   for  
instance,   Christopher   Bell,   ‘Maggie’s   Tough   Stand   on   Gulf   Wards   Off   Leadership  
Challengers’,   Daily   Mail,   27   August   1990;   Alec   Campbell,   ‘How   Will   History   Judge   Our  
Victory?’,  Daily  Mail,  1  March  1991.  
4  See,   for   example,   Sanders   et   al.,   ‘Government   Popularity’;   Howe,   ‘Imperial   Aftershocks’,  
243.  
5  Sanders  et  al.,  ‘Government  Popularity’.  
6  Harold  D.  Clarke,  William  Mishler,  and  Paul  Whiteley,  ‘Recapturing  the  Falklands:  Models  
of  Conservative  Popularity,  1979–83’,  British  Journal  of  Political  Science  20,  no.  1  (1990),  80.  
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polling.  The  world  of   the   arts,  music,   cinema,  media,   literature   and  academia   took  
the  war  as  a  starting  point  from  which  to  analyse  Britain’s  malaise  or  its  strength;  its  
present   and   future;   the   rights   and   wrongs   of   patriotism;   the   meaning   and  
dimensions  of  Britishness.7  
This  is  precisely  the  aim  of  this  final  chapter:  to  analyse  the  capacity  of  the  Falklands  
conflict  to  stir  reflection  and  debate  about  the  nature  and  scope  of  British  identity  in  
the   aftermath   of   war.   Such   a   wide   frame   of   reference,   of   course,   presents   several  
analytical  challenges.  I  will  restrict  my  study  to  key  issues  that  were  perceived  at  the  
time  to  have  been  closely  affected  by  the  conflict  itself—particularly,  those  pertaining  
to  patriotism  and  national  identity.  Because  of  the  polarised  nature  of  the  debate,   it  
seems  apposite  to  look  at  the  views  from  the  Right  and  the  Left  respectively.  There  is  
a  clear   imperial  dimension  to   the  way  the  memory  of   the  war  was   invoked  at  both  
ends   of   the   spectrum,   closely   related   to   what   has   developed   into   maximalist   and  
minimalist  perspectives  on  the  Falklands.  Finally,  a  parallel  glance  at  the  afterglow  of  
war  in  the  Islands  themselves  will  complete  the  picture,  showing  that  these  divisions  
and   anxieties   reached   the   South   Atlantic   particularly   through   the   erosion   of   the  
Greater  British  foundations  of   the  Islanders’  self-­‐‑identification.  A  closer   look  at   this  
‘Falklands   factor’   can   help  us   grasp   the   imperial   aspects   of   the   conflict,   seeing   the  
centrality  of  the  crisis  of  Greater  Britain  in  developments  both  in  the  UK  and  in  the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7  Some   examples   of   the   recurrence   of   the   Falklands   as   a   backdrop   in   novels,   plays,   travel  
literature  and  films,  see  Jack  Higgins,  Exocet  (New  York:  Stein  and  Day,  1983);  Paul  Theroux,  
The  Kingdom  by  the  Sea:  A  Journey  around  the  Coast  of  Great  Britain  (London:  Hamish  Hamilton,  
1983);  Raymond  Briggs,  The  Tin-­‐‑Pot  Foreign  General  and  the  Old  Iron  Woman  (London:  Hamish  
Hamilton,   1984);   Ian   McEwan,   The   Ploughman’s   Lunch   (London:   Methuen,   1985);   Jonathan  
Raban,   Coasting   (London:   Picador,   1987);   Steven   Berkoff,   Sink   the   Belgrano!   With   Massage  
(London:   Faber   and  Faber,   1987);   Ian  Curteis,  The  Falklands  Play:  A  Television  Play   (London:  
Hutchinson,   1987);  Tumbledown,   Television   film,  directed  by  Richard  Eyre   (UK:  BBC,   1988);  
Resurrected,   VHS   film,   directed   by   Paul  Greengrass   (UK:  Hobo   Film   Enterprises,   1989);  An  
Ungentlemanly  Act,  TV,  directed  by  Stuart  Urban   (UK:  BBC,   1992).   Some  of   the  best  known  
British   music   inspired   by   the   Falklands   War   includes   Robert   Wyatt,   ‘Shipbuilding’,  
Shipbuilding,  Memories  of  you,  produced  by  Elvis  Costello  and  Clive  Langer   (London:  Rough  
Trade,  1982);  Pink  Floyd,  The  final  cut  (London:  EMI  Records,  1983);  Billy  Bragg,  ‘Island  of  No  
Return’,  Brewing  up  with  Billy  Bragg  (San  Francisco:  CD  Presents,  1984);  Dire  Straits,  ‘Brothers  
in  Arms’,  Brothers   in   arms   (Burbank,   CA:  Warner   Bros.   Records,   1985)—though   the   latter’s  
links  with   the   Falklands   is   disputed.   Some   relatively   recent   pieces   in   the  media   that   have  
looked  at   this   issue  include:  Richard  Smith,   ‘Songs  from  a  Pointless  War’,  Guardian,  14  June  
2007;  Hardeep   Phull,   ‘Protest   Songs:  Marching   to   the   Beat   of  Dissent’,   Independent,   5  April  
2012.  
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Falklands,   as   well   as   the   persistence   of   the  more   generalised   imperial   memory   of  
gunboats,  conquest  and  glory.  
While   we   must   acknowledge   the   limited   impact   of   the   Falklands   War   at   the  
economic,   political   and   social   levels   in   the  UK,   and   that   the   Falklands   returned   to  
their   marginal   status   in   the   British   imagination   in   the   aftermath   of   the   war,   the  
conflict   frequently   re-­‐‑emerged   in   times   of   crises   or   important   national   events   in  
Britain,  becoming  a  starting  point  or  a  frame  of  reference  for  a  rolling  debate  about  
contemporary   Britishness.   Therefore,   the   goal   of   this   chapter   is   not   to   make   the  
Falklands   War   seem   all-­‐‑important,   or   more   consequential   than   it   actually   was   in  
every  conceivable  respect;  rather,  it  is  to  explore  an  important  aspect  of  the  aftermath  
of  war  that  has  not  been  systematically  analysed  and  which  continues  to  be  relevant  
to  this  day:  its  role  in  the  debate  on  British  national  identity.    
‘A  great  reassertion  of  national  spirit’:  patriotism  and  the  Right  
A  good  place  to  start,  when  dealing  with  the  Right,  is  the  Prime  Minister’s  rhetoric  in  
the  aftermath  of  the  war,  as  it  encapsulates  the  wider  impact  and  significance  of  the  
Falklands  conflict   in  Britain  during  the  1980s.  Her  speech  at  the  Conservative  Party  
rally   at   Cheltenham   on   Saturday   3   July   1982   framed   how   the   ‘Falklands   factor’  
would   be   understood   by   the   Right.   Foremost   on   her  mind   during   that   speech,   of  
course,  were   the  domestic   troubles  afflicting   the  country.  The  sense  of  comfort  and  
reassurance   from   victory   in   the   South   Atlantic   did   not   last,   as   industrial   action  
threatened   to  paralyse   the  country:  an  all-­‐‑out  strike  on  British  Rail,  planned  by   the  
National   Union   of   Railwaymen   (NUR)   for   the   end   of   June   (eventually   called   off);  
followed   by   another   one   announced   by   the   Associated   Society   of   Locomotive  
Engineers  and  Firemen  (ASLEF)  to  begin  at  midnight  on  3  July  (which  did  go  ahead  
and   lasted   two   weeks);   and,   finally,   the   disclosure,   at   the   beginning   of   July,   that  
nursing   bodies   were   planning   further   industrial   action   for   the   second   half   of   the  
month.8  It   is   in   this   context   that   Mrs   Thatcher’s   emphasis   on   the   ‘spirit   of   the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8  THCR  1/15/19,  Part  1,  Minute:  Ferdinand  Mount  to  PM:  after  the  rail  strike,  29  June  1982,  fo.  
12;  THCR  2/11/9/30  a,  Part  3,  Briefing  note:  industrial  disruption  on  British  Rail,  30  June  1982,  
fo.   78.   ASLEF’s   chief   grievance   was   the   Board   of   Trade’s   attempts   to   introduce   flexible  
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Falklands’  and  the  ‘Falklands  factor’  at  Cheltenham  must  be  understood,  against  the  
backdrop  of  her  domestic  political  agenda—very  much   in  parallel  with  her   foreign  
policy   agenda,   which   highlights   how   the   two   could   be   mutually   reinforcing.   The  
address  was  essentially  a  plea  for  a  spirit  of  national  unity,  confidence  and  national  
pride  in  peacetime—a  call  to  reproduce  the  same  attitude  shown  during  the  war  as  a  
way  out  of  economic  decline.  ‘We  have  to  see’,  she  challenged  the  party  faithful,  ‘that  
the  spirit  of  the  South  Atlantic—the  real  spirit  of  Britain—is  kindled  not  only  by  war  
but   can  now  be   fired  by  peace’.  The  good  news,   said   the  Prime  Minister,  was   that  
Britain   had   already   shown   itself   capable   of   overcoming   its  woes.   This   is  what   she  
called   the   ‘Falklands   factor’,  which  comprised   the  new  awareness  of   this  capability  
(‘we  haven’t  lost  the  ability  …  we  have  proved  ourselves  to  ourselves’),  and  a  change  
of  attitudes  and  a  rise  in  self-­‐‑confidence  (‘the  faltering  and  the  self-­‐‑doubt  has  given  
way   to   achievement   and   pride’).   Added   to   this,   she   noted,   was   a   ‘new   mood   of  
realism  in  Britain’.  The  war  had  not  been  ‘won  by  ignoring  the  dangers  or  denying  
the  risks’,  but  by  ‘fac[ing]  them  squarely  …  determined  to  overcome’—implying  that  
the   demands   from   the   railwaymen   and   nurses   needed   to   be   adjusted   to   the   real  
challenges   facing   Britain.   Ultimately,   the   Cheltenham   speech  was   an   appeal   for   ‘a  
new-­‐‑found  confidence—born  in  the  economic  battles  at  home  and  tested  and  found  
true  8,000  miles  away’.  This,   she  pointed  out  was  no  passing   fad:   it  was  not   ‘some  
last   flickering   of   a   flame   which   must   soon   be   dead’,   but   rather,   ‘we   rejoice   that  
Britain  has  re-­‐‑kindled  that  spirit  which  has  fired  her  for  generations  past  and  which  
today   has   begun   to   burn   as   brightly   as   before.   Britain   found   herself   again   in   the  
South   Atlantic   and   will   not   look   back   from   the   victory   she   has   won’.9  Although  
clearly   overblown,   this   rhetoric,   as   we   shall   see,   was   capable   of   conjuring   up   an  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
rostering,   despite   refusing   to   pay   the   association   an   extra   3   per   cent.  ASLEF   called   off   the  
strike  on  18  July,  as  British  Rail  issued  threats  to  fire  all  employees  taking  industrial  action.  It  
was  Thatcher’s   first   victory   against   the   unions.   THCR   1/12/17,  No.   10   to   PM,   18   July   1982;  
Keith  Norman,  ‘ASLEF  in  the  Shadow  of  Thatcher’,  ASLEF  Journal,  August  2007.  The  source  
of   discontent   among   nursing   bodies  were   the   government’s   pay   offers,   considered   low   by  
comparison  with   other  public   service   sectors.  TNA  CAB  128/73,   Industrial   affairs:  NHS,   27  
May   1982;   TNA   CAB   128/74,   Industrial   affairs:   NHS,   1   July   1982;   TNA   PREM   19/705,   N.  
Fowler  to  MT,  16  June  1982;  TNA  PREM  19/705,  No.  10  record  of  conversation:  MT,  Fowler,  
Chancellor  of  Exchequer,  Edwards,  Brittan,  Tebbit,  Clarke,  17  June  1982.  
9  THCR  1/17/94,  MT  speech  at  Conservative  rally  (Cheltenham).  
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image  of  a  reinvigorated  British  nation,  which  would  be  replicated   in  Conservative  
circles,  giving  her  an  appearance  of  credibility  which  she  may  have  otherwise  lacked.  
This  resurgence  of  the  national  spirit,  in  fact,  had  been  one  of  the  dominant  themes  in  
many  areas  of  the  public  sphere  since  the  ‘liberation’  of  the  Falkland  Islands  in  June  
1982.  Very  much  linked  to  this  idea  was  the  issue  of  patriotism,  a  core  component  of  
Mrs   Thatcher’s   message.   Apart   from   the   immediate   concerns   in   Mrs   Thatcher’s  
mind,   the   Cheltenham   speech   was   a   summary   of   her   core   beliefs   and   principles.  
Though   there  would   be   no   shortage   of   accusations   against   the   Prime  Minister   for  
‘using’  the  war  to  boost  her  popularity,   it   is  not  hard  to  grasp  why  she  was  able  to  
construe  the  Falklands  as  a  nodal  point  in  the  country’s  politics.  To  a  large  extent,  the  
general   post-­‐‑war   mood   in   the   UK   corresponded   with   her   view   of   Britain   as   a  
confident  nation  rather  than  a  declining  post-­‐‑imperial  power.10  Her  insistence  on  the  
‘re-­‐‑discovery   of   ourselves’   was   a   manifestation   of   the   British   virtues   she   had  
espoused  and  promoted  from  the  very  start.  Thatcher  was  able  to  take  advantage  of  
the   fact   that   the   Falklands   victory—in   part,   perhaps,   because   of   its   remoteness—
suited  her  general  rhetoric  and  approach  to  domestic  politics.  The  1983  Conservative  
general   election   manifesto   stressed   the   same   points:   the   defence   of   ‘Britain’s  
traditional  liberties  and  distinctive  way  of  life’;  ‘a  common  belief  in  freedom,  and  in  
Britain’s  greatness’;  the  recapture  of  Britain’s  ‘old  pride’;  and  the  idea  that,  under  the  
Conservatives,   ‘confidence   is   brushing   aside   pessimism   at   home’.   This   was   ‘the  
resolute  approach’   that   tied  Margaret  Thatcher’s   success   in   the  South  Atlantic  with  
her  own  battles  at  home.11  Yet,  as  well  as  being  a  consequence  of  her  shrewdness,  this  
was   also   facilitated   by   a   growing  perception   that   the   nature   of   British  politics   had  
indeed  changed.  As  she  put  it  in  her  Falklands  campaign  dinner  speech  at  Downing  
Street  in  October  1982:    
There   will   be   those   who   say   that   we   exaggerate   the   significance   of   the   Falklands  
campaign.  But   the   country  will  not  agree  with   them.  The  country  knows   that  what  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10  As  evident  from  an  Economist/MORI  poll  carried  out  after  the  war.  ‘End  of  War’,  Economist,  
26  June  1982.  
11  THCR  1/11/7/4,  General  election:  Conservative  Party  manifesto,  18  May  1983.  
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happened   in   the   South   Atlantic   between   April   and   June   was   a   brilliant   military  
achievement  and  a  great  reassertion  of  national  spirit,  vitality  and  confidence.12  
It   was   the   context   of   more   than   two   decades   of   perceived   decline   that   made   this  
achievement   in   the   Falklands   seem   all   the   more   symbolic.   If   national   pride   and  
greatness   had   already   fuelled   much   of   the   coverage   of   the   conflict   itself,   the  
aftermath  allowed  more  time  to  digest  these  themes,  elaborating  on  their  significance  
for   the   future   of   the   country.   Indeed,   the   profound   implications   for   Britain   of   its  
victory   in   the   Falklands   became   a   frequent   theme   in   the   national   media   in   the  
immediate  aftermath  of   the  war.  Among  the  key  issues  were  a  perceived  revival  of  
the  national  spirit   in  Britain,  making   it  once  again   ‘a  nation  of  confidence’,  and  the  
re-­‐‑discovery  of  Britain’s  pride.  The  Daily  Mail,   for   instance,  dubbed   it   ‘one  of   those  
moments  which  can  lift  a  nation’s  mood  and  alter  its  history.  …  It  is  the  restoration  
of   Britain’s   pride   and   self-­‐‑confidence’.   Britain   had   shown   the   world   its   military  
might,  claimed  the  reporter,  and  as  a  consequence,  ‘every  back  in  Britain  is  a  little  bit  
straighter   today’.13  At   the   heart   of   this   sentiment   was   still   a   sense   of   undisguised  
delight  at  seeing  Britain  as  a  ‘great’  nation  once  again.  This  was  not  only  a  credit  to  
Britain’s   armed   forces,   but   also   to   the   government’s   single-­‐‑mindedness   during   the  
crisis.  As  the  popular  historian  (of  dubious  credentials)  Sir  Arthur  Bryant  argued  in  
September   1982,   the   ‘ultimate   test   of   greatness   in   a   nation   and   its   leaders   is   the  
perception   that,   in   the   last   resort,   moral   considerations   must   override   lesser   and  
technical   ones’. 14   Bryant   developed   this   argument   further   in   his   book   Spirit   of  
England,  published  that  very  month.15  This  ‘spirit’,  he  contended,  had  been  awakened  
by  the  British  soldiers  fighting  8,000  miles  away  from  Britain,  as  Mrs  Thatcher  came  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12  THCR  1/20/3/29  B,  PM’s  speech  at  Falklands  dinner,  11  October  1982.  Emphasis  in  original.  
13  Robin  Oakley,  ‘Britain…  Once  More  a  Nation  of  Confidence’,  Daily  Mail,  16  June  1982.  
14   Sir   Arthur   Bryant,   ‘Inflation   and   the   Falklands   Factor’,   Illustrated   London   News,   25  
September  1982.  Bryant  has  been  criticised  by  the  historian  Andrew  Roberts  for  being  a  Nazi-­‐‑
sympathiser   and   a   fraudulent   scholar.   Andrew   Roberts,   Eminent   Churchillians   (New   York:  
Simon  &  Schuster,  1994).  
15  Despite  Bryant’s  poor  reputation  and  advanced  age,  his  volume  made  its  way  to  the  Prime  
Minister’s   bookshelf.   Mrs   Thatcher   read   it   and   enjoyed   it   so   much   that   the   Press   Office  
classified   it   among   her   top   five   for   1982.   See   THCR   3/2/105,   PM   to   Arthur   Bryant,   19  
November   1982;   THCR   5/2/124,   E.B.   Frier   (Press   Office)   to   David   Flintham   (The  Northern  
Echo),  24  February  1983.  
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to   the   realisation   that   ‘it   was   no   longer   a   question   of  whether  we   could   afford   to  
operate  a  surface  fleet  in  such  distant  waters,  but  whether  we  could  afford  not  to  do  
so’.  It  was  as  though  the  weight  of  Britain’s  ‘glorious’  past  had  presented  the  Prime  
Minister   with   a   new   dilemma,   to   which   she   had   responded   with   ‘courage   and  
resolution’,  thus  reminding  ‘a  people,  who  for  a  generation  had  forgotten  it,  that  the  
finest  moments  in  their  past  had  been  those  when  they  had  staked  their  own  safety  
to  defend  the  liberties  of  the  weak  against  the  strong’.16    
The  far-­‐‑right  commentator  Peregrine  Worsthorne  highlighted  in  his  weekly  column  
in   the   Sunday   Telegraph   that   the   war   had   made   Thatcher   more   confident   in   her  
foreign   policy,   ‘re-­‐‑creat[ing]   the   old   John   Bull   grit   internationally   as   well   as  
nationally’.   Crucially,   he   claimed,   the   conflict   had   also   uncovered   attitudes   and  
desires   that   had   apparently   been   long   submerged   prior   to   the   outbreak   of   the  
conflict.   ‘The   Falklands   crisis’,   he   wrote   the   day   after   the   Cheltenham   speech,  
‘demonstrates   the   strength  of   the  yearning   for   something  different,   the  potentiality  
within  this  nation  still  waiting  to  be  tapped’.17  Again,  after  the  thanksgiving  service  
at   St   Paul’s   on   26   July   1982   (where   the   insistence   of   the   Church   of   England   on  
emphasising  peace  and  reconciliation  over  victory  and  liberation  had  angered  many  
Conservatives),  Worsthorne  attacked   the   ‘liberal   ruling  class’   for   its   impositions   ‘in  
the   name   of   progress’—among   them   the   ‘systematic   attempt   to   extirpate   from   the  
public   consciousness   all   sense   of   patriotism   and   pride   in   nationhood,   using   the  
educational   system   for   this   fell   purpose’.   He   underlined   how   certain   words   and  
expressions   (‘fatherland’,   ‘tradition’,   ‘patriotism’,   ‘folk’,   ‘kith   and   kin’   and   ‘blood’,  
among   others)   had   been   banished   from  political   rhetoric.   Yet,   he   hastened   to   add,  
‘these   conservative   instincts,  more  profound   than  any  mere   ideas  or   theories,  have  
continued   to   live   on   in   the  hearts   of   the  people,   like   some  proscribed   religion   that  
grows   all   the   stronger   for   having   been   forced   underground’.   For  Worsthorne,   the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16  Sir  Arthur  Bryant,  Spirit  of  England  (London:  Collins,  1982),  9.  
17  Peregrine   Worsthorne,   ‘Let’s   Play   De   Gaulle’,   Sunday   Telegraph,   4   July   1982.   Even   if  
Worsthorne  was  widely  perceived  as  a  rather  eccentric  figure,  the  prominence  of  his  weekly  
column   in   the   Sunday   Telegraph   suggests   that   his   views   at   least   cannot   be   dismissed   as  
‘obscure’  or   irrelevant—regardless  of  whether  one  agrees  or  not  with   them.  These  different  
contributions  from  the  Right,  moreover,  hint  at  possible  links  between  ‘Falklands  patriotism’  
and  anti-­‐‑Europeanism.  
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support   in   Britain   for   the  war   had   been  more   a   ‘popular  movement   of   protest,   of  
rebellion  against   the  spiritual   impoverishment   that  comes   from  cutting  a  nation  off  
from  its  roots’.18  The  Falklands  conflict  had  become  a  vehicle  to  remove  those  forces  
that   were   preventing   the   nation   from   tapping   its   source   and   stifling   its   very  
livelihood.   Worsthorne   was   the   self-­‐‑styled   spokesman   for   a   constituency   that   felt  
alienated  by  the  intolerance  of  new  post-­‐‑imperial  values,  and  who  believed  that  they  
represented  a  ‘silent  majority’,  oppressed  under  the  heel  of  a  new  moral  order.    
Many  right-­‐‑wing  commentators  believed  the  Falklands  factor  itself  would  eventually  
vanish,  whereas  patriotism  would  remain  because   its   roots  were  deeply  embedded  
in  the  national  character.  As  Julian  Critchley  put  it,  it  was  ‘a  very  old  form  of  loyalty  
…   the   very   same   inherited,   untaught   devotion   to   one’s   homeland   which   has  
survived  all   the  changes  and  chances  of  our  national   life’.  Patriotism,  the  argument  
went,  had  been  ‘rediscovered’  rather  than  ‘invented  in  a  moment  of  crisis’.19  The  war,  
added  Gordon  Brook-­‐‑Shepherd  in  the  Sunday  Telegraph,  had  ‘crystallised  into  a  few  
moments’  more  than  four  hundred  years  of  history.  Thus  the  patriotic  fervour  that  it  
had  evinced  was  the  consequence  of  the  ‘pull  both  of  history  and  one’s  own  roots’.20  
The   fighting   in   the  South  Atlantic  had   somehow   transported   the  nation  back   to   its  
former  greatness.  In  the  wake  of  the  announcement  of  awards  and  honours  in  early  
October   1982,   a   piece   in   the   Daily   Express   turned   on   its   head   the   ‘imperial  
anachronism’  argument  by  embracing  its  very  premise:   the   ‘simple  deeds  of  valour  
performed   in   the   Falklands’   hailed   from   ‘another   age’,   since   they   ‘recall[ed]   the  
heartbreaking  tales  of  heroism  a  lifetime  or  more  ago  in  the  poppy  fields  of  Flanders’  
during  World  War   I.  This   readiness  of   the  British   ‘as  a  nation  …  to   fight’  was  also  
palpable  in  the  government’s  willingness  to  continue  battling  against  its  enemies  on  
the   domestic   front—the   trade   unions   and   its   ideological   foes   of   the   Left   in  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18  Peregrine  Worsthorne,  ‘The  Havoc  Wrought  by  Enlightenment’,  Sunday  Telegraph,  1  August  
1982.  For  more  on  the  Thanksgiving  Service  at  St  Paul’s,  see  TNA  PREM  19/658,  A.J.  Coles  to  
Whitmore,   2   July   1982;   THCR   1/20/3/25,   The   Falkland   Islands   Service,   26   July   1982.   For   a  
report  on  the  complaints  of  Conservatives,  see  James  Wightman,  ‘Dr  Runcie  Angers  Tories’,  
Daily  Telegraph,  27  July  1982.  
19  Julian  Critchley,  ‘The  Patriotism  Waiting  to  Be  Voiced’,  Daily  Telegraph,  6  July  1982.  
20  Gordon  Brook-­‐‑Shepherd,  ‘The  Pep  in  Patriotism’,  Sunday  Telegraph,  17  October  1982.  
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particular.21  As  during  the  spring  of  1982,  it  was  the  British  ‘way  of  life’  that  was  at  
stake   here.   Thus   victory   in   the   international   arena   was   somehow   believed   to  
guarantee   success   in   the   domestic.   The   war   had   demonstrated   ‘the   potency   of  
patriotism’,   whereby   ‘bread   and   butter   issues’   and   concerns   could   be   ‘overcome’  
when   the   national   interest   was   at   stake.22  One   prominent   exponent   of   these   views  
was   the   historian   Lord  Hugh   Thomas   of   Swynnerton,  whose   1983   pamphlet,   ‘Our  
place  in  the  world’,  drew  a  connection  between  the  Falklands  campaign  and  Britain’s  
new  self-­‐‑awareness  as  a   ‘nation’.  A  staunch  believer   in  Britain’s   ‘unusual   character  
and  …  special  place   in   the  world’,  Thomas   saw   in   the   efficiency  of   the  Task  Force  
operation  and   the  cheering  of   the  crowds   (‘as   they  used   to  cheer   fifty  years  ago’)  a  
reaffirmation  of  the  character  of  the  nation,  ‘a  priceless  intimation  of  continuity’  both  
for   Britain   itself   and   for   the  world.23  His   views   also   had   an   imperial   ring.   Having  
always   seen   Britain   as   a   world   leader,   the   idea   that   the   destiny   of   the   United  
Kingdom   was   now   to   become   a   small   nation   bereft   of   its   former   global  
responsibilities   seemed   anathema.   That   he   saw   in   the   Falklands   campaign   ‘a  
priceless   intimation  of  continuity’   for  Britain  and  the  world  is  only  further  proof  of  
those   lingering   after-­‐‑effects   of   the   end   of   empire.   Like   Worsthorne’s   talk   of   the  
‘conservative  instincts’  that  had  ‘continued  to  live  on  in  the  hearts  of  the  people’,  for  
Hugh  Thomas  this  uninterrupted  flow  of  the  British  character  seemed  to  emphasise  
that  decolonisation  had  not  changed  everything.  But  it  was  the  Falklands  campaign’s  
imperial   dimensions   that   allowed   him   to   read   the   war   as   corroboration   that,   in  
essence,  Britain  remained  the  same.  He  was  not,  of  course,  advocating  a  return  to  the  
days  of  empire,  but  his  interpretation  of  the  Falklands’  significance  only  made  sense  
in  the  light  of  a  late  imperial  afterglow.    
Indeed,   all   of   these   expressions   and   ideas—though   often   fanciful   and   largely   the  
result  of  creative   rhetoric   rather   than  a  description  of  objectifiable   facts—came  as  a  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21  ‘From  Flanders  to  the  Falklands…’,  Daily  Express,  11  October  1982.  
22  Andrew  Alexander,  ‘The  Most  Potent  Word  on  Any  Politician’s  Lips  Today…’,  Daily  Mail,  2  
August  1982.  This,  however,  was  not  borne  out  by  the  social  discontent  and  industrial  action  
that  followed  the  war.  
23  Hugh  Thomas,   ‘Our  Place   in   the  World’,   (London:  Conservative  Political  Centre,  1983),  9,  
13.  
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response  to  over  a  quarter  of  a  century  of  post-­‐‑imperial  decline,  marked  by  a  sense  
that  Britain  was  no  longer  the  country   it  had  once  been.  They  manifested  a  general  
feeling  that  after  a  long  period  of  pent-­‐‑up,  cumulative  frustration  the  Falklands  War  
had  provided  a  moment  of  cathartic  release.  At  a  superficial  level,  this  was  Britain’s  
first   major   (and   single-­‐‑handed)   victory   since   the   Suez   debacle,   thus   breaking   the  
seemingly  unstoppable  trend  of  increasing  international  powerlessness.  At  a  deeper  
level,  there  was  a  quality  of  moral  legitimacy  about  this  war  that  did  not  present  the  
many  complications  of   some  of  Britain’s  post-­‐‑imperial  dilemmas,   such  as  Rhodesia  
and  Ulster.  But   this   cathartic   effect  was  ultimately  possible  because  of   the  peculiar  
demographic   and   historical   circumstances   of   the   Islands:   namely,   the   fact   that   the  
imperial  quality  of  the  South  Atlantic  conflict  was  fundamentally  associated  with  the  
lingering  purchase  of  Greater  Britain.  Indeed,  what  allowed  it  to  become  a  purgative  
experience   was   the   sense   that   here,   at   last,   Britain   could   fight   for   kith   and   kin  
overseas   without   any   of   the   moral   baggage   of   earlier   crises   in   settler   Africa.   The  
memory  of  Rhodesia  was  still  fresh  in  most  people’s  minds,  where  defending  white  
Britons   against   a   much   larger   African   population   demanding   majority   rule   was  
generally  regarded  as  unethical—indeed  for  many  unthinkable.  In  the  Falklands,  by  
contrast,   they   had   purportedly   defended   white   Britons   from   the   aggression   of   a  
dictator.    
It   is   worth   pausing   for   a   moment   to   consider   the   Conservative   MP   Alan   Clark’s  
recollections  of  his  visit  to  the  Falkland  Islands  in  October  1982,  as  they  vividly  bear  
out  these  points.  His  account  of   the  first  sight  of  Stanley,  as  they  drove  in  from  the  
airport,  was  particularly  rich  in  detail:  
I  saw  the  doors  of  the  nursery  school  open  and  out  tumbled  a  lot  of  jolly  fair-­‐‑haired  
children  in  their  anoraks,  to  be  collected  by  their  Mums.  A  completely  English  scene.  
We  could  not  possibly  have  abandoned  these  people  and  packaged  them  up  in  some  
diplomatic   deal.   This   had   been   a   real   war   of   liberation,   not   some   dreary   “peace-­‐‑
keeping”  effort  on  behalf  of  the  UN,  but  a  battle  fought  in  obedience  to  a  blood  tie.24  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24  Clark,  Diaries,  loc.  7300–54.  
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This   evocation   of   an   Anglo-­‐‑Saxon   idyll   had   ‘brought   home   more   effectively   than  
anything   else   could   have   done   what   exactly   we   were   fighting   for,   and   how  
impossible   it   would   have   been   to   have   abandoned   them   to   a   foreign   power’,   he  
recalled.  He  related  that  British  servicemen  stationed  in  the  Islands  later  commented  
‘on  the  distinction  between  saving  our  own  people  and  “mucking  about  in  the  Third  
World”’.   His   Falklands   expedition   (‘without   a   doubt   the   most   memorable   and  
invigorating   experience   of   my   entire   Parliamentary   career’)   had   confirmed   in   his  
mind   that   Britain   not   only   had   done  what   was   right,   but   also   had,   in   some  way,  
returned   to   its   essence.   Fighting   ‘in   obedience   to   a   blood   tie’   was  what  made   the  
Falklands   a   ‘real   war   of   liberation’,   in   stark   contrast   with   the   problems   that   had  
followed  decolonisation  in  the  ‘Third  World’.25  Greater  Britain,  which  had  seemingly  
outlived  the  empire,  provided  that  sense  of  justification.  Interestingly,  however,  once  
the  Greater  British  paradigm  had  opened  the  gateway  of   legitimacy,  other   imperial  
ideas  and  rhetoric  came  rushing  in  with  it.  
All   of   these   indications   show   how   the   end   of   empire   context   began   to   filter   into  
contemporary  debates  about  national  identity,  giving  wider  resonance  to  the  idea  of  
a   unifying   Britishness.   By   inviting   reflection   on   the   moral   legitimacy   of   the   war,  
Britain’s   actions   in   the   South   Atlantic   prompted   a   fresh   examination   of   the   very  
meaning   of   British   identity   itself.   In   Conservative   rhetoric,   the   Falklands   came   to  
symbolise   the   best   qualities   of   the   nation,   and   the   conflict   became   a   process   of  
purifying   the   wound   purportedly   inflicted   by   decolonisation.   This   belief,   in   part,  
would   fuel   criticism   from   the   Left   that   the   Falklands   War   was   a   throwback   to  
imperial  times.    
‘Born  out  of  anger  at  the  Falklands  War’:  the  Left  and  national  identity  
The   reaction   of   the   Left,   in   some   ways,   mirrored   that   of   the   Right.   Here   the  
‘Falklands   spirit’   was   also   a   deep-­‐‑seated   phenomenon,   the   manifestation   of   ‘a  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
25  Clark,  Diaries,  loc.  7425–34.  
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relatively   permanent   and   organic   shift   in   the   political   landscape’.26  In   their   view,  
however,   this   was   an   entirely   unwelcome   change.   Rather   than   presaging   a  
rediscovery   of   the   nation’s   roots,   it   was   presented   as   an   ‘anaesthetic’   or   an  
‘intoxicant’  that  distorted  reality.27  Its  effects  would  not  simply  cause  damage  in  the  
immediate   future,   but   also   the   long   term,   especially   in   the   realm   of   national  
consciousness:  the  Falklands  had  filled  the  void  left  by  the  crisis  of  imperial  decline  
by  becoming  a  ‘source  of  identity  and  hope’,  which  could  create  a  ‘distinctly  British  
nationalism’.28    
For  many  on  the  Left,  moreover,  patriotism  particularly  damaged  the  working  class.  
As  Jenkins  put  it  in  his  column  in  the  Guardian,  patriotism  had  ‘worked  its  old  magic  
with  the  working  class  and  trade  unionists;  skilled  workers  and  young  people  have  
rallied   to   the   national   flag   and   the   Conservative   Party’.29  Some   criticised   public  
manifestations  of   loyalty   to   the  nation,   since   this   showed  a   failure   to  adjust   ‘to   the  
less   belligerent   post-­‐‑imperial   role   commensurate   with   the   UK’s   humble   economic  
status’.30  Yet   others   acknowledged   that   the   Left   had   overlooked   the   importance   of  
patriotic  sentiments,  which  they  now  felt  should  be  ‘recovered’.  As  Jeremy  Seabrook  
and   Trevor   Blackwell   argued   in   the  New   Statesman,   the   origin   of   this   indifference  
towards  patriotism  was  the  old  Marxist  argument  that  ‘the  working  people  have  no  
country’.   Yet   the   events   in   the   South  Atlantic   had   shown   the   importance   of   these  
feelings   and   their   capacity   to   mobilise   society.   It   was   a   gross   mistake,   they  
concluded,   to   cede   ‘that   love  of  place,   that   comfort   of   the   familiar,   that   security   of  
belonging,  which  are  part  of  our  common  inheritance  …  lock,  stock  and  barrel,  to  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26  Robert  Gray,  ‘The  Falklands  Factor’,  Marxism  Today,  July  1982,  9.  Marxism  Today,  the  official  
publication  of  the  Communist  Party  (CPGB),  was  a  publication  with  a  very  small  but  growing  
circulation   in   the   1980s:   it   started   the   decade   at   4,000,   almost   increasing   fourfold   by   1990.  
Vinen,  Thatcher’s  Britain,   311–13.   It   is   relevant   to   cite   the  historian  Robert  Gray  here,   as  his  
opinion  encapsulates  some  of  the  main  points  made  by  left-­‐‑wing  intellectuals.  
27  Peter  Kellner,  ‘Mrs  Thatcher  Corners  the  Non-­‐‑Political  Vote’,  New  Statesman,  27  May  1983;  
Anthony  Barnett,  ‘Writing  up  the  Falklands’,  New  Statesman,  19  November  1982.  
28  Gray,  ‘Falklands  Factor’,  10–11.  
29  Jenkins,  ‘Patriotism’,  Guardian,  16  June  1982.  
30  Ron  Smith,  ‘Another  “Resolute  Approach”’,  New  Statesman,  8  October  1982.  
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Right’.31  Similarly,   the  Marxist   historian   Eric  Hobsbawm   contended   in   a  December  
1982  piece  in  the  Guardian  that  ‘you  cannot  write  patriotism  out  of  the  scenario  even  
in   the  most   radical  period  of   the  English  working  class’.  The  problem,   in  his  view,  
was  not  patriotism  itself,  but  rather  leaving  ‘patriotism  exclusively  to  the  Right’,  as  it  
risked  morphing  into  jingoism.  This  worked,  he  explained,  as  ‘a  sort  of  compensation  
for   the   feelings   of   decline,   demoralisation   and   inferiority’,  which  he   believed  were  
prevalent   in  Britain,   and   it  had   the   capacity   to  make  people   feel   that  Britain   could  
still  be  ‘Great’.  Using  a  rather  far-­‐‑fetched  analogy,  he  cited  Hitler’s  rise  to  power  in  
the  Weimar  Republic  as  an  example  of  how  a  far-­‐‑right  populist  regime  could  emerge  
from  such  attitudes  and  realities  in  Britain.32    
The   view   that   the   Left   should   seek   to   appropriate   patriotism   was   not   merely   an  
idealistic  aspiration,  however.  No  doubt  there  were  much  more  pressing  reasons  for  
taking   this  stance.  Support   for   the  Labour  Party  was  ebbing,  and   the  resurgence  of  
patriotic   sentiment   did   not   exactly   endorse   the   ideology   of   its   left   wing,   which  
advocated  unilateral  nuclear  disarmament  and  withdrawal  from  NATO.  A  brief,  self-­‐‑
contained,  old-­‐‑fashioned  war  had  dealt  a  heavy  blow  to  years  of  left-­‐‑wing  warnings  
about   the   threat   of   a   nuclear   apocalypse,   and   British   military   engagement   in   the  
South   Atlantic   had   allegedly   lifted   the   nation’s   mood   and   pride.   The   memory   of  
Attlee’s   1945   landslide  might  have  given  hope   to  Labour.  But  what   some   saw  as   a  
rather  uninspiring  leader  figure  in  Michael  Foot—as  well  as  the  divisions  within  the  
party—did   not   augur   a   bright   future.   These   prognoses   were   sometimes   aired  
publicly,   and   the   imminence   of   a   general   election   in   1983  made   them  all   the  more  
pressing:   ‘the  Tory   thrust   at   the  next   election  will   be   at  Labour’s  patriotic   jugular’,  
declared   Labour  MP   Christopher   Price   in   the  New   Statesman;   ‘we’ll   be   accused   of  
wanting   to   govern   a   country   we’re   not   prepared   to   defend’.33  These   anxieties   not  
only  had  an  influence  on  the  world  of  the  media,  but  also  academia,  where  scholars  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
31  Jeremy  Seabrook  and  Trevor  Blackwell,  ‘The  Unfeeling  Left’,  New  Statesman,  24  September  
1982.  
32  Eric   Hobsbawm,   ‘A   Requisition   Order   on   Patriotism’,  Guardian,   20   December   1982.   This  
piece   would   later   appear   in   extended   form   in  Marxism   Today.   See   Hobsbawm,   ‘Falklands  
Fallout’.  
33  Christopher  Price,  Diary,  New  Statesman,   15  October  1982.   Ironically,  Price   lost  his   seat   in  
the  1983  election.  
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often   showed   their   political   colours   very   explicitly.   Their   goal   was   to   bolster   the  
chances  of  socialist  alternatives  to  Thatcherism  and  Conservatism.  
Prominent   among   these   was   the   History   Workshop   Movement,   founded   by   the  
Marxist  historian  Raphael  Samuel  (tutor  at  Ruskin  College,  Oxford)  in  the  late  1960s.  
The   History   Workshops—which   included   academics   and   ‘lay   researchers’—were  
‘devoted  to  the  study  and  development  of  “history  from  below”  for  use  as  a  weapon  
in   left-­‐‑wing   political   campaigns’   and   ‘as   an   inspiration   and   a   pattern   for   current  
political   struggles’.   The   theme   for   the  March   1984  workshop,   held   at   Oxford,  was  
patriotism   and   the   ‘making   and   unmaking   of   British   national   identity’.34  This   was  
identified  as  a  process  that  had  very  self-­‐‑conscious  beginnings  in  the  aftermath  of  the  
Falklands  War—a  point  freely  acknowledged  by  a  number  of  the  contributors  to  the  
anthology  that  emerged  out  of  the  conferences.  These  authors  used  the  conflict  as  a  
springboard   to   their   respective   topics,   ranging   from   Little   Englandism   to   labour  
patriotism,   and   from   nationalism   to   radical   patriotism   in   eighteenth-­‐‑century  
England.35  Most   telling   of   all,   perhaps,   was   the   introduction,   where   the   editor,  
Raphael  Samuel,  stated:  
These  volumes,  like  the  History  Workshop  on  patriotism  from  which  they  drew  their  
original   subject,  were  born  out  of   anger  at   the  Falklands  War,   and  consternation  at  
the  apparent   failure  of   the  anti-­‐‑War  half  of   the  nation   (the  half  which  had  opposed  
the  Suez  adventure  and  supported  the  Aldermaston  Marches)  to  assert  itself.36  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
34  Anna  Davin  and  Luke  Parks,  ‘History  of  History  Workshop:  An  Introduction  &  Index  to  the  
Material’;   retrieved   from   http://www.historyworkshop.org.uk/the-­‐‑history-­‐‑workshop-­‐‑
archives-­‐‑an-­‐‑introduction/   (accessed  20  May  2015).  See  also  Anna  Davin,   ‘The  Only  Problem  
Was   Time’,  History  Workshop   Journal,   no.   50   (2000).   For  more   on   the   origins   of   the  History  
Workshop,   see  Kynan  Gentry,   ‘Ruskin,  Radicalism  and  Raphael  Samuel:  Politics,  Pedagogy  
and  the  Origins  of  the  History  Workshop’,  History  Workshop  Journal,  no.  76  (2013).  
35  cf.  Ward,   ‘Mackenzian  Moment’.  Apart   from  the  editor,  Stephen  Howe,  Anthony  Barnett,  
Richard  Gott   and   Linda   Colley  made   direct   references   to   the   Falklands   in   their   respective  
chapters.   Anthony   Barnett,   ‘After   Nationalism’,   in   Patriotism:   The  Making   and   Unmaking   of  
British  National   Identity,   ed.  Raphael   Samuel,  History  Workshop  Series   (London:  Routledge,  
1989);   Linda   Colley,   ‘Radical   Patriotism   in   Eighteenth-­‐‑Century   England’,   in   Ibid.;   Richard  
Gott,  ‘Little  Englanders’,  in  Ibid.;  Stephen  Howe,  ‘Labour  Patriotism  1939–83’,  in  Ibid.  
36  Raphael  Samuel,  ‘Preface’,  in  Patriotism:  The  Making  and  Unmaking  of  British  National  Identity,  
ed.  Raphael  Samuel,  History  Workshop  Series  (London:  Routledge,  1989),  x.  
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Two  dominant  aspects  of  the  left-­‐‑wing  view  were  distilled  here:  ‘anger’  at  a  war  that  
seemed  to  signify  everything  repugnant  in  contemporary  Britain,  and  a  concern  that  
the  ‘anti-­‐‑War  half  of  the  nation’  had  been  unable  to  impose  its  views.  These  elements  
were   perceived   to   be   deeply   connected   to   the   issue   of   patriotism   and   national  
identity   precisely   because   of   the   way   the   conflict   fit   into   a   narrative   of   resurgent  
Britishness.   It   is   no  mere   coincidence   then   that   one  of   the   first   scholarly   studies   of  
‘Britishness'ʹ   emerged   in   the   wake   of   the   Falklands  War.   Even   more   to   the   point,  
Linda  Colley,  whose  contribution  took  as  its  point  of  departure  the  ‘Falklands  fever’  
of   the  post-­‐‑war  months,  would   later   go  on   to  publish  her   seminal  work  on  British  
identity,  Britons,  in  1992.37  This  is  not  to  say  that  these  scholars  had  a  uniform  view  of  
Britishness  or  the  significance  of  the  war.  While  virtually  all  of  the  contributors  to  the  
volumes  were  self-­‐‑professed   leftists,   they  were  deeply  divided  on   the   issue  of  how  
nationality   related   to   their   ideology.  For   some,  patriotism  was   to  be  embraced,  but  
only   in   its   ‘true’   form—namely,   in   the   eighteenth-­‐‑century   sense   of   ‘radicalism’,   in  
opposition   to   the   government   of   the   day.   Others,   however,   taking   a   ‘universalist’  
slant,  believed  that  ‘any  kind  of  patriotic  belief  is  necessarily  conservative  in  bias’.38    
Two  of  these  authors  had  written  about  the  Falklands  in  the  immediate  aftermath  of  
the   conflict—often   in   reaction   to   key   events.   One   of   them  was   the   founder   of   the  
movement,   Raphael   Samuel,  who   saw   Thatcher’s   celebration   of   national   greatness  
and   her   quest   for   Britain’s   destiny   not   merely   as   a   bizarre   reaction,   but   also   as  
something  deeply  embedded   in   the  Conservative  mentality.  War,  he  argued  was   ‘a  
sacred  matter’   for   Conservatives,   ‘a   seed   time   of   martyrs   and   heroes’.   It   was   ‘the  
crucible   in   which   national   identities   are   forged   and   national   loyalties   confirmed’,  
often   read   in   the   light   of   ‘chivalric   myths   which   the   nation   holds   about   its   past’,  
becoming   a  matter   ‘of   honour   and  …  gallant   rescue’.39  Essentially,   Samuel   argued,  
this  hinged  on  the  idea  of  a  ‘unified  national  self’,  which  rested  ‘on  a  myth,  since  “the  
nation”   is   forever  changing  and  subject   to  competing  definitions  on  all   sides’.  That  
the  nation  was   subject   to   often   contradictory  definitions  was   amply  proven  by   the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
37  Colley,  Britons.  
38  Samuel,  ‘Preface’,  xvi–xvii.  
39  Raphael  Samuel,  ‘Fears  and  Fancies’,  New  Statesman,  4  March  1983.  
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Falklands  War,  which  evinced  such  radically  different  interpretations  from  Right  and  
Left.  Yet  while  he  saw  the  nation  as  ‘a  myth,  an  ideological  fiction’,  he  did  not  apply  
the  same  criteria  to  the  ‘anti-­‐‑War  half  of  the  nation’,  which  was  expected  to  act  as  a  
unified   self.   His   consternation   at   its   failure   to   ‘assert   itself’   perhaps   shows   the  
fogginess  of  a  debate  where  neither  side  was  prepared  to  make  concessions,  because  
too  much  was  at  stake.40    
Another   major   contemporary   voice   from   the   Left   was   Anthony   Barnett,   who  
regularly   highlighted   the   connection   between   empire,   Britain’s   global   power  
aspirations  and  the  Falklands.  One  such  occasion  was  the  presentation  to  parliament  
of   the   Falkland   Islands   Review—better   known   as   the   Franks   Report,   after   Lord  
Franks,   its   chairman—on   18   January   1983.   The   report,   despite   copious   speculation  
about  whether   it  would  condemn   the  Prime  Minister  and  her  Cabinet   for  allowing  
the   conflict   to   escalate   and   for   failing   to   anticipate   the   invasion,   essentially  
exonerated   Thatcher’s   government   of  wrongdoing.41  Writing   in   the  New   Statesman,  
Barnett   lambasted   the   committee’s   conclusions.   The   main   reason   why,   despite   its  
impeccable  logic,  Lord  Franks  had  been  unable  to  condemn  the  government  was  his  
long-­‐‑held   belief   in   Britain’s   world   role   as   a   great   power.   Retaining   world   power  
status,  he  declared,  ‘is  what  the  Falklands  was  about’.42  He  continued  to  develop  this  
argument   over   the   ensuing   months,   on   the   first   anniversary   of   the   war,   and  
particularly  in  the  aftermath  of  Thatcher’s  landslide  victory  at  the  polls  in  June  1983.  
On   that  occasion,  Barnett   contended   that   ‘Thatcher’s   celebration  of   the  Empire  and  
British   greatness   is   not   exceptional’,   noting   that   all   post-­‐‑war   Prime  Ministers   had  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
40   As   the   workshop   progressed,   however,   Samuel   admitted   that   what   he   called   ‘the  
mythologies   of   the   Left’   also   needed   to   be   addressed,   exposing   the   many   differences   and  
divisions  within  that  faction.  Samuel,  ‘Preface’,  x–xi.  
41  The   key   statement   read:   ‘we   conclude   that   we   would   not   be   justified   in   attaching   any  
criticism  or  blame  to  the  present  Government  for  the  Argentine  Junta'ʹs  decision  to  commit  its  
act  of  unprovoked  aggression  in  the  invasion  of  the  Falkland  Islands  on  2  April  1982’.  Franks  
Report,  para.  339.  
42  It  is  worth  pointing  out,  however,  that  the  main  argument  in  this  piece  rested  on  a  lecture  
that   Franks  had  delivered   in   1954,   on  his   return   from  Washington.  The   fact   that   almost   30  
years  had  intervened  since—a  very  eventful  period  indeed—was  simply  brushed  aside  with  
the  vague  assertion  that  ‘there  is  little  evidence  that  [Lord  Franks’  view]  has  changed  since’.  
Anthony  Barnett,  ‘To  Be  Absolutely  Franks…’,  New  Statesman,  21  January  1983.  
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harboured  this  desire.  ‘For  them’,  he  added,  ‘the  key  problem  of  Britain’s  decline  has  
not  been   the   relative   impoverishment  of  our   standard  of   life,  but   the  need   to  “stay  
great”’.43  The  Falklands  War,  in  his  view,  had  been  fought  ‘for  the  soul  of  the  United  
Kingdom,  and  the  offices  of  State  that  go  with  it’;  the  solution  thus  lay  in  taking  ‘the  
great  out  of  Britain’  through  the  creation  of  a  socialist  democracy.  This  would  require  
‘a  different   sort   of  national   sovereignty’;   a   ‘national  political   order  …   shaken   from  
the  legacy  of  the  nineteenth  century’.44    
Interestingly,  Barnett  would  use  a  similar  analysis  in  the  context  of  the  miners’  strike  
of  1984–85.  Turning  on  its  head  Margaret  Thatcher’s  assertion  that  if  uneconomic  pits  
were   to  be  kept  at  all   costs  Britain  would  become  a   ‘museum  society’,45  he  claimed  
that  the  Prime  Minister  herself  had  in  fact   ‘cast  Britain  into  a  museum  piece’.  Here,  
he   not   only   took   aim   at   her   ‘praise   for   “Victorian   values”   or   her   pride   in   the   old  
habits  of  banking’,  but  also  dismissed  the  entire  Falklands  expedition  as  an  ‘atavistic  
throwback  to  imperial  days’.  In  Barnett’s  opinion,  the  Falklands  War  and  the  miners’  
strike   were   mutually   illuminating   events,   where   Mrs   Thatcher’s   contradictory  
attitudes   seemed   to   show   the  hollowness  of  her   rhetoric.  He  cited   two   issues:   first,  
the   sharp   contrast  between  her   treatment  of   the  Falkland   Islanders   and   the  miners  
(two   communities   which,   he   claimed,   shared   a   similar   plight)   and,   second,   her  
attitude   to   the   law   in   the  Belgrano   incident—namely,  her  determination   to   sink   the  
Argentine  cruiser  despite  its  being  outside  the  exclusion  zone  and  sailing  away  from  
it.46  Moreover,  when   in   1985   a   new  draft   constitution   for   the   Falklands   pledged   to  
enshrine   the   Islanders’   right   to   self-­‐‑determination,  Barnett   again   linked   the   Islands  
with  the  British  problem.  ‘For  us’,  he  wrote,   ‘what  the  Falklands  conflict   is  about  is  
the   self-­‐‑determination   of   ourselves’:   determining   ‘our   own   destiny,   free   of   the  
Falklands,  Gibraltar,  Cruise  missiles   and   a   navy   that   the   Ponting   affair   has   shown  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
43  Anthony  Barnett,  ‘A  Conflict  That  Has  Only  Just  Begun’,  Guardian,  28  March  1983;  Anthony  
Barnett,  ‘The  Dangerous  Dream’,  New  Statesman,  17  June  1983.  
44  Barnett,  ‘Writing  Up’,  New  Statesman,  19  November  1982;  Barnett,  ‘Dangerous  Dream’,  New  
Statesman,  17  June  1983.  
45   Margaret   Thatcher,   ‘Press   Conference   in   York   (Miners’   Strike)’;   retrieved   from  
http://www.margaretthatcher.org/document/105510  (accessed  28  April  2015).  
46  Anthony  Barnett,  ‘The  Fearful  Hypocrisy  at  Large  in  Britain’,  Guardian,  29  October  1984.  
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puts   itself   above   everything’.47  Above   all,   he   claimed,   Britain’s   self-­‐‑determination  
required   ‘a   cogent   renunciation   of   parliamentary   nostalgia   with   its   moth   eaten  
grandeur  and  dreams  of  greatness  past’.48  It   is  very  significant  that  Barnett  took  the  
Falklands  as  a  reference  point  to  understand  deeper  currents  in  British  politics  in  the  
1980s.  Even  more  remarkable  is  the  fact  that  it  invariably  led  him  to  a  discussion  of  
imperial   legacies.   Like   commentators   of   the   Right,   those   on   the   Left   also   saw   the  
conflict  as  an  unearthing  of  unfinished  imperial  business.  The  difference  is  that  while  
Conservatives  often  viewed  the  war  as  the  healing  of  a  wound,  leftists  construed  it  as  
an   opportunity   to   redress   those   pending   matters   by   defeating   Thatcherism.   The  
Falklands   thus   came   to   define   for   some   a   paradigm   of   Britishness,   two   mutually  
exclusive  visions  of  national  identity.    
Capitalising   on   these   polarised   views,   E.P   Thompson   presented   the   1983   general  
election   as   a   ‘choice   between   two   Britains’:   the   ‘Britain   of   the   “Falklands   Factor”’  
(with  its  limited  freedoms,  declining  industries,  its  emphasis  on  great-­‐‑power  status,  
and  ‘whose  written  culture  oscillates  between  cynicism  and  self-­‐‑deluding  nostalgia’),  
versus  the  ‘alternative  Britain’  (one  of  citizens,  democracy  and  no  nuclear  weapons).  
The   Falklands  was   once   again   chosen   as   the   embodiment   of   the   notion   of   Britain  
opposed   by   the   Left.   Indeed,   as   ‘the   last   episode   of   our   old   imperial   past’,   which  
‘summoned   up   the   nostalgias   and   the   resentment   of   a   nation   in   decline’,   the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
47  In   August   1984,   civil   servant   Clive   Ponting   sent   secret   Belgrano-­‐‑related   documents   to  
Labour  MP  Tam  Dalyell,  for  which  he  was  arrested  under  Section  2  of  the  Official  Secrets  Act  
of  1911.  The  documents  revealed  British  foreknowledge  of  the  Belgrano’s  position  outside  the  
exclusion   zone   and   the   fact   that   it   was   sailing   away   from   it.   The   inaccurate   information  
provided   by   Mrs   Thatcher   and   John   Nott   when   interrogated   led   to   suspicions   that   the  
government   was   trying   to   hide   the   truth.   The   jury   acquitted   Ponting   in   1985,   despite  
disagreement  from  the  judge.  For  more  on  the  Belgrano  affair,  see  TNA  PREM  19/1626,  1985.  
Also  consult:  Freedman,  Official  History  II,  743–53;  Arthur  L.  Gavshon  and  Desmond  Rice,  The  
Sinking  of   the  Belgrano   (London:  Secker  &  Warburg,  1984);  Clive  Ponting,  The  Right   to  Know:  
The   inside  Story  of   the  Belgrano  Affair   (London:  Sphere,  1985);  Tam  Dalyell,  Thatcher’s  Torpedo  
(London:   Woolf,   1983).   For   further   information   about   the   1989   Official   Secrets   Act,   see  
Richard   J.  Aldrich,   ‘The  Secret  State’,   in  A  Companion  to  Contemporary  Britain  1939–2000,   ed.  
Paul  Addison  and  Harriet   Jones  (Oxford:  Blackwell  Publishing,  2005);  Geoffrey  Hunt,   ‘Civil  
Servants  and  Whistle-­‐‑Blowing:  Loyal  Neutrality  and/or  Democratic   Ideal?’,   in  Civil  Servants  
and  Politics:  A  Delicate  Balance,  ed.  Christine  Neuhold,  Sophie  Vanhoonacker,  and  Luc  Verhey  
(Basingstoke:  Palgrave  Macmillan,  2013);  K.M.  Shrivastava,  The  Right  to  Information:  A  Global  
Perspective  (Atlanta:  Lancer,  2013).  
48  Anthony  Barnett,  ‘Farewell  to  the  Falklands’,  Guardian,  1  April  1985.  
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Falklands  campaign  had  come  to  be  at  the  heart  of  the  definition  of  Britishness  that  
had  given  Mrs  Thatcher  ‘a  new  “resolute”  image’.49  
Not   unlike   right-­‐‑wing   perspectives,   here   too,   despite   the   polemical   and   political  
undertones   of   these   views,   the   Falklands   conflict   provided   an   overarching  
framework   for   reflection   on   the   idea   of   Britain   and   Britishness.   References   to   the  
Falklands,  both  from  the  Right  and  the  Left,   in  the  aftermath  of   the  conflict,  clearly  
demonstrate   that   it   was   regarded   as   a   seminal   moment,   with   consequences   that  
reached   far   beyond   the   immediate  problem  of   sovereignty  over   the   Islands.   It  was  
seen  by  commentators  at  either  extreme  of  the  spectrum  as  a  major  signifier  in  British  
society,   politics   and   history—demanding   closer   attention   to   issues   of   community,  
identity  and  belonging  in  a  post-­‐‑imperial  world.  Perhaps  the  reason  for  this  was  that  
the   questions   raised   by   empire’s   end   about   what   it   meant   to   be   British   had   been  
revived   by   a   conflict   that   ostensibly   encapsulated   many   of   the   features   that   had  
characterised   Britishness   during   empire:   a   prominent   world   role,   a   culture   of  
superiority  and,  of  particular  relevance  in  this  context,  a  bond  of  kinship  with  Britons  
overseas.   Yet   this  Greater   British   emphasis  was   also   contingent.  As   the  war   faded  
into  the  distance,  the  Falkland  Islanders  gradually  evaporated  from  the  metropolitan  
viewpoint,  unsettling  their  own  sense  of  security  and  self-­‐‑identification.    
The  ‘joyful  dream’  of  ‘Thatcher’s  children’  
As   early   as   July   1982,   the   Prime  Minister   had  written   to   the   editor   of   the  Penguin  
News,   Graham   Bound,   about   her   desire   to   pay   a   visit   to   the   Falklands:   ‘There   is  
nothing  I  should  like  more  and  I  shall  try  to  do  so  one  day  when  things  have  settled  
down’.50  For  security  reasons,  however,  she  had  to  turn  down  an  invitation  to  attend  
the   150th   anniversary   celebrations   in   late   February,   and   her   travel   plans   had   to   be  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
49  E.P.  Thompson,  ‘A  Choice  between  Two  Britains’,  Guardian,  7  June  1983.  Thompson,  while  
not  an  organiser  or  founder  of  the  History  Workshop  Movement,  was  deeply  involved  in  it,  
speaking  at  Workshops  on  several  occasions.  
50  Margaret  Thatcher,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Penguin  News,  23  August  1982.  The  letter  is  dated  29  
July  1982.  
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kept   secret.51  Thus   it   came   as   a   complete   surprise   to  most   people   in   the   Falklands  
when  a  Hercules  aircraft  carrying  the  Prime  Minister,  accompanied  by  two  Phantom  
fighters,  landed  in  Stanley  airport  just  before  5pm  on  8  January  1983.  The  Islanders,  
hearing   the   radio   announcement   about   her   surprise   arrival,   poured   out   into   the  
streets   to   greet   her.   In   an   almost   surreal   scene,   many   men   came   out   ‘in   working  
clothes’,   and   women   ‘in   curlers   and   aprons’,   according   to   a   Penguin   News   report,  
making  the  reception  ‘far  more  sincere  and  impressive  than  it  ever  could  have  been  
had  it  been  organised  well  in  advance’.52  The  Prime  Minister,  recounted  Rex  Hunt,    
stopped  at  various  points  in  the  town,  got  out  of  the  familiar  maroon  taxi,  and  shook  
scores   of   townsfolk   by   the   hand.   Children   and   old  men   presented   flowers   quickly  
plucked   from   conservatories.   Eyes   were   moist   and   voices   choked.   For   a   normally  
undemonstrative  community,  it  was  a  remarkable  display  of  affection.53  
It   was,   no   doubt,   a   very   special   moment   in   Mrs   Thatcher’s   premiership,   as   she  
acknowledged   to   the   members   of   ExCo   and   LegCo   in   Government   House   on   the  
third   day   of   her   visit.   ‘This   is  more   than   a   visit’,   she   declared;   ‘it   is   a   profoundly  
moving  experience  because  we  have  all  been  through  things  we  hope  will  never  be  
repeated.  But  I  think  having  come  through  them,  as  we  have,  we  can  take  a  little  bit  
of   pride   in   being   of   British   stock’. 54   As   she   toured   Stanley   and   the   different  
settlements  in  Camp,  Thatcher  waxed  lyrical  about  the  Islands’  Britishness  and  their  
close   family   connections  with   Britain.   In  Goose  Green,   she   thanked   the   people   for  
their  ‘loyalty’,  and  for  ‘being  British  together’.55  In  an  interview  with  the  editor  of  the  
Penguin  News,   she   described   her   feelings   for   the   Falkland   Islanders,   stressing   their  
common  kinship.56  During  a  speech  to  a  packed  audience  at  Stanley  Town  Hall  on  10  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
51  See   TNA   PREM   19/1112,   R.C.   Mottram   to   A.J.   Coles,   4   November   1982;   TNA   PREM  
19/1112,  Rex  Hunt  to  Robert  Armstrong,  14  December  1982.  
52  ‘The  Visit:  Mrs  Thatcher  in  the  Falklands’,  Penguin  News,  18  January  1983.  
53  THCR  1/20/3/34,  Hunt  despatch:  MT  visit  to  FI,  12  January  1983.  
54  TNA  PREM  19/1112,  PM  Speech  to  ExCo/LegCo  in  Government  House,  10  January  1983.  
55  ‘Visit’,  Penguin  News,  18  January  1983.  
56  ‘Mrs  Thatcher  Talks  to  the  Editor  of  the  Penguin  News’,  Penguin  News,  18  January  1983.  She  
continued   to   stress   this   relationship  with   them   throughout  her  premiership.  Her  Christmas  
message  in  1985,  for  instance,  read:  ‘you  are  just  a  very  special  part  of  the  British  family,  we  at  
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January,   she   left   no   one   in   any   doubt   about   the   Falklands’   identity:   they   were   ‘a  
people  of  British   stock,  who  were  British,  very   loyal  British,   and  wished   to   remain  
British   in   a   British   Island’.57  On   that   occasion,   the   Prime  Minister   pronounced   the  
words  that,  according  to  the  Rex  Hunt,  received  the  most  enthusiastic  reception  ever  
witnessed   in   the   Falkland   Islands:   ‘Today   again   the   Union   Jack   flies   over   Port  
Stanley,  and  may  it  ever  fly  there’,  she  said,  to  wild  cheers  from  the  audience.  It  was  
a  reassuring  moment  for  everyone,  a  promise  that  they  would  not  be  handed  over  to  
Argentina   nor   negotiated   away   through   the   UN.  58  The   Prime   Minister   left   the  
Falklands  ‘in  great  secrecy’  early  on  12  January,  and  the  Islanders  immediately  began  
to  express  their  gratitude  for  Thatcher’s  visit.  Willie  Bowles  wrote  from  Stanley  that  
‘everyone   in   our   Islands   has   been   heartened   and   lifted   by   your   determination   to  
protect  us—come  what  may.  Your  visit  has  crowned  this  assurance,  and  all  of  us  are  
truly  grateful’.59  ‘Like  the  Argentine  invasion’,  added  Hunt,  the  Islanders    
can  now  hardly  believe  that  it  has  happened;  but  whereas  the  invasion  was  a  ghastly  
nightmare,   the   Prime  Minister’s   visit   was   a   joyful   dream.   Islanders   will   now   look  
forward  to  the  future  with  more  confidence,  sure  in  the  knowledge  that  they  have  a  
staunch  champion  of  their  cause  at  the  helm  in  London.60  
If  there  was  one  occasion  in  which  the  notion  of  a  unifying  British  identity  evidently  
seemed   to   hold   sway,   it   was   during   this   brief   visit—the   ‘joyful   dream’   of   the  
Falkland   Islanders,   who   could   rest   assured   that   they   had   a   ‘staunch   champion   of  
their  cause  at  the  helm  in  London’.  They  had  indeed  become  ‘Thatcher’s  children’,  in  
Douglas  Hurd’s  evocative  turn  of  phrase.61    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
this   time   send   our   love   and   renew   our   faith   in   the   future   that   we   are   building   together’.  
THCR,  MT’s  Christmas  message  for  the  Falklands,  13  December  1985.  
57  TNA  PREM  19/1112,  Press  Secretary  to  Miss  Christopherson,  10  January  1983.  
58  THCR  1/20/3/34,  Hunt  despatch:  MT  visit  to  FI.  
59  TNA  PREM  19/1113,  Willie  Bowles  to  PM,  9  January  1983.  
60  THCR  1/20/3/34,  Hunt  despatch:  MT  visit  to  FI.  
61  By   this,   he   referred   to   the   legacy   of  Margaret   Thatcher’s   policy   towards   the   archipelago,  
which   ensured   that,   by   the   time  Labour   returned   to   government   in   1997,   it  was   politically  
unacceptable  to  challenge  to  status  quo  on  the  Falklands  question.  See  Dodds,  Pink  Ice,  191.  
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The   evidence   from   the   ensuing   years,   nonetheless,   seems   to   suggest   that   the  
Islanders   felt   the   need   to   continue   reasserting   their   desire   to   remain   British.   For  
instance,   in   1986   a   sovereignty   survey   was   carried   out   by   the   Falkland   Islands  
Committee,  revealing  that  almost  95  per  cent  of  the  residents  of  the  Islands  wanted  
the  status  quo  to  continue.   Its  real  significance,  more  so  than  the  predictable  result,  
lay   in   the  determination   to   inform  people   in  Britain   about   their   incessant   loyalty.62  
Other  perhaps  less  consequential  but  noteworthy  indicators  also  point  to  the  need  to  
emphasise   their   attachment   to   an   idea   of   Britain.   One   example   was   the   so-­‐‑called  
‘Operation  Red  Tardis’,  which  saw  the  introduction  of  red  telephone  boxes  to  Stanley  
in   1988,   giving   a   town  which  otherwise   bore   little   resemblance   to   a   typical  Anglo-­‐‑
Saxon  village  a  more  decisively  British  look.63  A  further  example  were  the  poems  and  
songs  of  Des  Peck—a  figure  of  legend  in  the  Falklands—which  often  featured  in  the  
back  pages  of  the  Newsletter,   frequently  exalting  the  British  link.  On  the  occasion  of  
the   inauguration   of   Mount   Pleasant   Airport   in   May   1985,   for   instance,   he   spoke  
about  how,  having  been   ‘very   isolated  from  the  Mother  Country  many  years’,   they  
were  now  ‘linked  with  the  Mother  Country,  ten  times  better  than  ever  before’.64  The  
inaugural   ceremony   at   Mount   Pleasant   was   also   an   occasion   to   show   loyalty.  
Although  virtually  nobody  had  sung  ‘God  save  the  Queen’  during  the  opening  itself,  
they  made  up  for  it  by  singing  at  the  top  of  their  voices  at  the  Town  Hall   later  that  
day:  ‘We  sang,  sending  the  message  to  Her  Majesty  that  we  are  all  her  loyal  British  
subjects’,   said   Eric   Ogden   (Chairman   of   FIA),   ‘and   so   loudly   that   even   George  
Foulkes  up  at  Government  House  could  hear  us,   so   that  perhaps  he   too  would  get  
the   message!’65  Foulkes,   founder   member   of   the   South   Atlantic   Council,   was   no  
friend  of  the  Falklands,  and  represented  everything  un-­‐‑British  about  the  UK  in  their  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
62  ‘The  Sovereignty  Survey’,  Falkland  Islands  Newsletter,  May  1986.  
63  ‘Operation  Red  Tardis’,  Falkland  Islands  Newsletter,  December  1988.  
64  Des  Peck,  ‘On  the  Opening  of  Mount  Pleasant  Airport  by  H.R.H.  Prince  Andrew’,  Falkland  
Islands  Newsletter,  August  1985.  The  construction  of  Mount  Pleasant  Airport  had  been  one  of  
the  recommendations  of   the  1982  Shackleton  Report,  which  was  broadly  similar   to   the  1976  
study,   though   it   pointed   to  much  higher   spending  on  Britain’s  part   and   in   a  much   shorter  
timeframe.  
65  ‘The  Islanders  Are  in  Good  Heart  and  Spirits’,  Falkland  Islands  Newsletter,  August  1985.  
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eyes.66  It   was   as   though   by   singing   the   national   anthem,   they   not   only   wished   to  
highlight  their  desire  to  remain  British,  but  also  to  show  the  Labour  MP  how  out  of  
step  he  was  with  a  seemingly  strengthened  Greater  Britain.  
Yet   not   only   was   the   endurance   of   the   Islanders’   bond   with   Britain   not   entirely  
guaranteed  after   the  war;  a   closer   look  at   the   situation   in   the  Falklands  shows   that  
the   very   doubts   and   fears   that   they  wished   to   quell   in   Britain   had   the   capacity   to  
provoke   divisions   and   disagreements   in   the   Islands   themselves.   Indeed,   British  
views  on  the  future  of  the  archipelago  were  never  just  ‘academic’—their  very  way  of  
life  was  at  stake.  This  reveals  how  the  Greater  British  bedrock  was  not  as  solid  as  the  
Falklanders  imagined.  
The   experiences   of   another   visitor   to   the   Islands,   five   years   after   Mrs   Thatcher’s  
expedition,   sheds   light   on   the   other   side   of   the   equation.   In   early   1988,   Michael  
Nicholson,  a   television  war  correspondent  during   the  1982  conflict,   returned   to   the  
Falklands   for   the   first   time   since   the   ceasefire,   accompanied   by   a   300-­‐‑strong  
contingent   of   British   tourists   on   a   cruise   ship.  Many   of   them   had   embarked   on   a  
sentimental   journey   to   that   tiny   speck   in   the  South  Atlantic  which  had  become   for  
some   such  a  powerful   symbol  of   a   resurgent  nation.  Their  nostalgia   trip,  however,  
ended  abruptly  when  their  planned  activities  had  to  be  cancelled  because  the  locals  
were  too  busy  to  attend  to  them.  A  sense  of  disappointment  pervaded  the  vessel.  As  
Nicholson   put   it,   the   ‘feeling   of   family,   or   fraternity,   of   shared   sovereignty   is   not  
heartily   reciprocated   here.   The   islanders   do   not   feel   it   the  way  we   apparently   do.  
Nor,   to  my   recollection,   have   they   even   since   the   heady   days   of   victory   six   years  
ago’.  Perhaps,  as  he  explained,  their  newly  acquired  wealth  through  fishing  licences  
had  made   them  so  busy.  But  what   are  we   to  make  of  his   final   statement?   ‘No  one  
here   is   too   shy   to   tell   you   they   do   not   feel   desperately   British   or   part   of   the   last  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
66  The  South  Atlantic  Council  had  been  formed  in  1983  as  a  counter  to  the  Falklands  lobby.  Its  
founders   included   the   Conservative   MP   Cyril   Townsend   and   Labour’s   George   Foulkes,  
together  with   the  academics  Dr  Christopher  Mitchell   (City  University)  and  Dr  Walter  Little  
(University   of   Liverpool).   Ellerby,   ‘Role   of   the   Falkland   Lobby’,   102–03;   Freedman,  Official  
History   II,   705–06.   For   a   more   detailed   account   of   the   early   years   of   the   South   Atlantic  
Council,  visit  Peter  Willetts,   ‘South  Atlantic  Council—About  Us:  The  Early  Years’;  retrieved  
from  http://www.staff.city.ac.uk/p.willetts/SAC/ABOUT.HTM  (accessed  11  May  2015).  
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outpost  of  Britishness’,  he  declared.67  Could  it  be  that  the  loyal  Falklanders  no  longer  
cherished   their   British   connection?   If   one   thing   was   clear   in   1988,   it   was   that   the  
Falklands  were  undergoing  a  major  transformation.  The  ‘Falklands  factor’—the  war  
factor—had  a  decidedly  different  ring  in  the  Falklands  themselves.  
Michael   Nicholson’s   view   from   the   cruise   ship,   of   course,   was   but   a   partial—and  
fleeting—glimpse  of  a  more  complex  picture.  But  during  the  1980s,  while  there  were  
signs   of   a   strengthening   of   links  with   Britain,   there  were   also   symptoms   of   rising  
tensions  within  the  Islands,  and  between  the  archipelago  and  the  UK.  Many  Falkland  
Islanders  would  probably   say   that,   despite   the   tragedy   of  war   and   loss   of   life,   the  
1982   conflict   brought   about   change   in   a   way   that   would   have   been   virtually  
unthinkable   before   Galtieri’s   invasion.   Once   the   Islands   had   been   recovered   by  
Britain,   a   policy   of   ‘Fortress   Falklands’   became   a   very   distinct   reality—whereas  
before  it  had  always  been  dismissed  out  of  hand.  Some  of  the  benefits   this  brought  
about—economic   growth   and   an   increase   in   British   investment—were   a   welcome  
change   in   the  Falklands.  But   these  were  not   immediately   apparent.   If  we   return   to  
the  months  that  followed  the  ceasefire,  the  negatives  seemed  at  times  more  palpable,  
sparking   a   great   deal   of   soul   searching   among   the   Islanders.   Their   economic   and  
political   future,   their   relationship   with   Britain   and   their   own   national   identity  
became  questions  that  Falklanders  discussed  in  the  public  forum.  
After   14   June   1982,   as   time   passed,   it   gradually   became   clear   to   the   Islanders   that  
their  much-­‐‑cherished  way  of   life—which  they  had  fought  to  defend  for  years—had  
now  changed   for  good.  There  was  no  going  back   to   the  old   lifestyle.  The  ominous  
military   presence   spoke   for   itself—the   population   of   Stanley   alone   had   grown  
exponentially   overnight.   This   was   mostly   because   of   the   arrival   of   British  
servicemen,   though   for   a   brief   period   thousands   of   Argentine   POWs   were   also  
around.68  Evidence   seems   to   suggest   that   relations   between   the   Islanders   and   the  
British  soldiers  were  relatively  good:  many  Falkland  Islanders  were  glad  to  welcome  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
67  Michael  Nicholson,  ‘How  My  Sentimental  Journey  Went  Flat’,  Daily  Mail,  10  March  1988.  
68  See   Freedman,  Official  History   II,   665–67.   The   total   number   of  Argentine   POWs   has   been  
calculated  at  11,848.  Most  of  them  were  repatriated  within  a  week  of  the  ceasefire.  
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the  British  troops  into  their  own  homes  and  treat  them  ‘literally  as  one  of  the  family’,  
feeding   them   and   assisting   them   in   every   possible   way.69  They   were   reassured   to  
meet  their  fellow  Britons.  One  Falklander  related  her  memorable  first  encounter  with  
them,   as   they   asked   her   for   beer—an   unmistakable   sign   of   their   Britishness.   ‘Two  
certainly  British  soldiers!’,  she  exclaimed;   ‘this  is  what  we  had  been  waiting  for!’  In  
fact,   no   less   than   14   paratroopers   had  moved   into   her   house,   forcing   her   and   her  
husband   to   stay   elsewhere.   But   there   was   no   bitterness   in   her   reaction.   ‘It   was  
marvellous   to   see   “our”   soldiers’,   she   declared.   ‘They   looked   so   professional   and  
were,  but  most  of  all,  so  British’.70    
There   also  were,   however,  moments   of   tension   and   resentment   by   locals  who   felt  
that  one  military  invasion  had  been  replaced  by  another,  or  who  felt  powerless  in  the  
face  of  strong  and  domineering  troops.71  Yet  they  did  not  wish  to  complain  publicly:  
‘we  can’t  argue  with  them’,  they  said;  ‘they  liberated  us!’  There  was  a  sense  that  the  
message   to   the   UK   had   to   be   one   of   gratefulness.72  One   Falkland   Islander,   for  
instance,  wrote  to  the  mother  of  a  British  soldier  telling  her  that  ‘we  too  are  proud  of  
your  men.  …  We  too  think  the  British  are  a  Fantastic  breed.  That  is  why  we  want  to  
STAY   BRITISH’. 73   This   was   both   a   reassurance   and   a   warning   about   Britain  
negotiating   the   Islands  away.  The   relationship   indeed  was   cordial,   but  often   tense.  
The   cracks  were   starting   to   appear:   the  new   reality   in   the  Falklands  was  bound   to  
trigger  uncertainties  and  reflection  about  the  future.  
New  questions  about   the  political   status  of   the   territory  were  also   feeding   into   this  
mood.   Internationally,   Britain   could   not   be   seen   to   revert   to   the   pre-­‐‑1982   colonial  
situation   in   the   Falklands.   Both  Washington   and   the   United   Nations   insisted   that  
both  countries  resume  negotiations  in  accordance  with  previous  resolutions,  and  try  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
69   So   reported   Cindy   Buxton   in   the   Newsletter,   after   visiting   the   Islands   for   the   150th  
anniversary  celebrations.  Cindy  Buxton,   ‘The  150th  Celebrations’,  Falkland  Islands  Newsletter,  
May  1983.  See  also  IWM  Documents.3011/76/1154,  Mr  and  Mrs  T.  Dobbyns  to  Mgr  Ireland,  23  
June  1982;  IWM  Documents.3011/76/1154,  Betty  and  Harry  Ford  to  Mgr  Ireland,  19  July  1982.  
70  Norah  Monk,  ‘Ceasefire  in  Stanley’,  Falkland  Islands  Newsletter,  March  1983.  
71  See  Tim  Miller,  Letter   to   the  editor,  Penguin  News,  20  December  1982.  Also  Hunt,  Falkland  
Days,  283.  
72  Hunt,  Falkland  Days,  283.  
73  Emma  Steen,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Penguin  News,  18  August  1982.  
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to   reach   a   settlement.74  With   all   of   these   pressures,   an   overhaul   of   the   Islands’  
administration   seemed   to   be   a   priority.   Partly   for   this   reason,   when   Rex   Hunt  
returned   as   Governor   of   the   Falklands,   he   was   given   the   new   title   of   Civil  
Commissioner,  which  effectively  removed  the  colonial  ‘stigma’.75  
A   new   constitution   was   to   be   drafted   for   the   Falklands   to   address   some   of   these  
questions,   and   this   prompted   debate   on   issues   that   went   far   beyond   purely   legal  
concerns.   They   ranged   from   increased   democratic   participation—fewer   appointees  
and   more   elected   representatives—to   a   different   status   vis-­‐‑à-­‐‑vis   the   United  
Kingdom.   While   the   question   of   independence   was   rarely   given   serious  
consideration,   due   to   practical   difficulties   (particularly   in   the   area   of   defence),  
Islanders  put  forward  solutions  that  sought  to  reduce  the  Falklands’  dependence  on  
the   British   connection.   One   such   proposal,   from   Tim   Miller,   highlighted   the  
importance  of  making  ‘Falklander  Sovereignty  of  the  Islands  more  acceptable  to  the  
rest  of  the  world  (Argentina  excepted)’.76  In  a  similar  vein,  Lynda  Glennie  wondered  
whether   ‘Falkland   Islanders   would   serve   themselves   better   if   they   spoke   more   of  
being  proud  citizens  of  the  Falkland  Islands  and  less  of  being  British?’  An  excessive  
insistence  on  Britishness  could  imperil  their  claims  to  the  right  of  self-­‐‑determination.  
Picking  out  key  elements  that  pointed  to  a  unique  Falklands  identity,  she  cited  their  
many   home-­‐‑grown   features—passed   down   through   generations   of   Islanders—and  
their   ‘special   qualities’,   formed   through   ‘family   life   and   a   unique   geography’.  
Overemphasising   their   British   identity,   moreover,   was   likely   to   fuel   an   adverse  
reaction   in   Britain,   both   because   of   the   embarrassment   caused   by   such  displays   of  
nationalism,   and   also   due   to   the   risk   of   reawakening   a   sense   of   remorse   over   the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
74  Reagan  had   clearly   indicated   since   the   end  of   the   conflict   that  Britain   should   seek   ‘a   just  
peace’,   and   supported   ‘a   solution   by   negotiations   sometime   in   the   future’,   in   spite   of  Mrs  
Thatcher’s   insistence   that   Argentina   had   interrupted   the   discussions   by   invading.   THCR  
3/1/22,  Reagan  to  MT,  18  June  1982;  THCR  3/1/26,  Reagan  to  MT,  2  November  1982.  
75  See   TNA   CAB   148/212,   Falkland   Islands   administration:   order   in   Council,   16   June   1982;  
TNA  FCO  7/4751,  Press  conference  given  by  Mr  Rex  Hunt,  15   June  1982;  TNA  FCO  7/4751,  
B.J.P.  Fall  to  R.  Fearn,  18  June  1982.  A  further  complication,  of  course,  was  that  now  the  head  
of   the   civilian   government   had   to   share   power   on   an   equal   footing   with   the   head   of   the  
military   garrison   (a   post   initially   filled   by  Major-­‐‑General   Jeremy  Moore,   who   was   shortly  
afterwards  succeeded  by  Major-­‐‑General  Sir  David  Thorne).  
76  Tim  Miller,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Falkland  Islands  Newsletter,  May  1983.  
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UK’s   colonial   past.   This,   she   claimed,   would   ‘strengthen   the   hands   of   those   who,  
because  of  some  residual  Imperial  guilt,  are  prepared  all  too  easily  to  offer  the  gift  of  
Islands   and   Islanders   to   a   foreign   nation!’77  Glennie’s   proposal  was   no   rejection   of  
Britishness;  it  was  an  avowedly  strategic  move.  There  was  no  sense  of  ‘breaking  free  
from   the   fetters’   of   British   sovereignty   in   this   type   of   rhetoric.   Yet   political   and  
economic   expediency   had   the   capacity   to   influence   the   Islanders’   identity.   That  
Falkland  Islanders  had  entered  the  dialogue  about  what  form  of  identification  would  
be   more   convenient   for   them   shows   the   extent   to   which   post-­‐‑war   tremors   had  
transcended   the   UK.  While   previously   there   had   been   scope   for   a   Greater   British  
rhetoric  to   influence  opinion  in  the  UK,  the  new  circumstances  that  had  set   in  after  
the   conflict   had   considerably  weakened   its   effectiveness.  Although   the   Falklanders  
had   experienced   seventeen   years   of   uncertainty   before   1982,   the   ideas   that   had  
circulated   during   the  war   had   raised   false   expectations,  which  were   progressively  
eroded   once   peace   returned;   and   their   association   with   empire   rendered   the  
Falklands’  British  link  repugnant  to  many  in  the  UK,  particularly  on  the  Left.  
When   a   draft   of   the   new   constitution   was   finally   presented   to   the   Islanders   in  
December   1984,   the   fissures   between   the   archipelago   and   the   UK   emerged   once  
more.  Placards,  signs  and  posters  appeared  all  over  Stanley,  urging  the  FCO  to  ‘think  
again’,   and   warning   them   against   ‘double   dealing   on   Falklands’.   The   bone   of  
contention  was   the  proposal   to   formally  separate   the  Dependencies   (South  Georgia  
and   the   South   Sandwich   Islands)   from   the   Falklands,   due   to   the  differences   in   the  
legal   claims   and   the   absence   of   a   permanent   population.   Their   fear   was   that   this  
could   be   a   first   step   towards   an   eventual   handover   to   Argentina,   given   the  
Dependencies’  greater  strategic  importance  with  regard  to  the  Antarctic.  In  response  
to  the  protests,  a   link  between  the  Falklands  and  the  Dependencies  was  kept   in  the  
figure  of  the  Governor,  whose  role  in  their  administration  was  to  continue  in  the  new  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
77   Lynda   Glennie,   ‘A   Question   of   Identity’,   Falkland   Islands   Newsletter,   Febuary   1984.  
Interestingly,  in  response  to  Glennie’s  letter,  a  UK  citizen  suggested  a  ‘four  nations’  analogy  
to  understand  how  a  Falklands  identity  could  coexist  with  a  British  one,  revealing  a   lack  of  
points  of  reference  for  the  Falklanders’   identity  after  the  unravelling  of  Greater  Britain.  M.J.  
Bedford,  ‘Positive  Proposals  for  the  Future’,  Falkland  Islands  Newsletter,  August  1984.  More  on  
‘four  nations’  historiography  in  Chapter  3,  124–25.  
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arrangement.78  Yet   this   was   neither   the   first   nor   the   last   time   that,   after   their  
‘liberation’,  the  locals  expressed  misgivings  about  Whitehall.  Indeed,  alarm  bells  had  
been   ringing   in   Falklands   circles   since   the   ceasefire. 79   The   Newsletter   regularly  
exhorted  Falklanders  to   ‘speak  up’   in  order  to  counter   the   ‘enormous’  pressures  on  
the   British   government   to   broker   a   deal   with   Argentina.80  And   even   after   the  
establishment   of   the   Exclusive   Fishing   Zone   in   late   1986,   Islanders   were   warned  
about  discussions  between  Buenos  Aires  and  London,  ‘secretly  exchanging  ideas  on  
fisheries,  without  the  fore-­‐‑knowledge  of  the  Falkland  Islanders’.81  
Criticism,   moreover,   was   not   just   directed   at   the   FCO.   British   politicians,   and  
particularly   ‘anti-­‐‑Falklands'ʹ   MPs   and   Lords,   were   often   the   target   of   their  
complaints.  The  Islanders  were  quite  aware  of  the  ‘negative’  aspects  of  the  Falklands  
factor   in   Britain.   ‘It   is   an   unhappy   fact   for   the   Falkland   Islanders   that   they   have  
become  a  party  political  football   in  Britain’,  reported  the  Newsletter   in  late  1985.82  In  
particular,   the   Belgrano   affair—and   the   relentless   criticism   of   Thatcher   and   her  
government—greatly  irritated  the  Islanders.  As  Rex  Hunt  summarised  it  in  a  letter  to  
the  Penguin  News,    
Falkland  Islanders  are  sick  and  tired  of  hearing  about  the  Belgrano.  As  far  as  they  are  
concerned,  it  is  as  dead  as  the  dodo.  They  are  not  interested  in  the  domestic  political  
scene   in   Britain,   or   in   the   unedifying   spectacle   of   politicians   trying   to  make   cheap  
political  capital  out  of  the  Belgrano  issue.83  
Kathleen   Biggs,   for   one,   wrote   from   Stanley   complaining   about   the   lack   of  
consideration  of  those  politicians  for  the  British  lives  lost  in  the  war,  as  well  as  their  
criticism  of  Mrs  Thatcher.  The  Prime  Minister,  contended  Biggs,   ‘is  as  British  as  we  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
78  ‘The   Islanders   Spoke   out   and  Won!’,   Falkland   Islands   Newsletter,   February   1985.   Also   see  
Freedman,  Official  History  II,  680.  
79  Derek  Evans,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Penguin  News,  21  November  1982.  
80  ‘Islanders:  Speak  Up!  Your  Future  Is  at  Stake’,  Falkland  Islands  Newsletter,  August  1984.  
81  ‘Take   Care!’,   Falkland   Islands   Newsletter,   February   1987.   The   150-­‐‑mile   Falkland   Islands  
Interim  Conservation  and  Management  Zone  was  declared  on  29  October  1986,  bringing   in  
profits  of  over  £20  million  per  year,  which  allowed  great  improvements  in  the  infrastructure  
of  the  Islands.  See  Dodds,  Pink  Ice,  187–90.  
82  ‘Good  Heart’,  Falkland  Islands  Newsletter,  August  1985.  
83  Rex  Masterman  Hunt,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Penguin  News,  10  December  1984.  
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are.   I   feel   that   some   of   our   Ministers   who   uphold   Argentina   should   go   and   live  
there’.84  Britishness  was  the  point  on  which  her  argument  hinged:   it  was  because  of  
their   attitudes   that   these   politicians   were   regarded   as   thoroughly   un-­‐‑British.   And  
while   the   debate   over   the  meaning   of   British   identity   in   the   Falklands  was   rather  
different  to  the  Left–Right  divide  prevalent  in  the  UK,  the  very  fact  that  the  Islanders  
were  engaging  with  this  issue  was  remarkable.  Although  Rex  Hunt  had  pointed  out  
that  the  Islanders  were  ‘not  interested  in  the  domestic  political  scene  in  Britain’,  their  
own  sense  of  security  was  now  being  seriously  challenged  by  the  signs  of  wear  and  
tear  in  the  safety  net  of  Britishness.  What  perhaps  exacerbated  this  vulnerability  was  
the  fact  that  their  Islands  lay  at  the  heart  of  the  disagreement  in  the  UK.  
It  is  indeed  surprising  that  even  in  the  Falklands—in  the  one  part  of  the  world  where  
one   would   have   expected   a   unified,   consensual,   unproblematic   embrace   of   the  
verities  of  Britishness—there  lurked  subtle  divisions,  distinctions  and  anxieties  about  
the   future,  mixed  with   aspirations   for   a  more   ‘distinct’   Falklands   status.  No  doubt  
these  sentiments  did  not  exist   in  a  void,  but  were  closely  connected  to  the  different  
factors  pulling  the  Falklanders’  self-­‐‑identification  in  different  directions.  Nicholson’s  
experience   on   disembarking   the   cruise   ship   in   1988   had   shown   these   frictions   at  
work:  the  Falklands  War  had  bequeathed  doubts,  questions  and  contradictions  about  
Britishness  as  an  all-­‐‑encompassing  loyalty—even  more  so  at  a  Greater  British   level.  
Although  the  outcome  of  the  war  had  in  some  respects  strengthened  that  attachment  
(by  securing  greater  interest,  political  commitment  and  investment  from  London),  it  
had  also  transformed  the  Falklands,  leaving  behind  a  legacy  of  change.  With  the  1982  
conflict,  the  era  of  ‘benign  neglect’  had  given  way  to  a  new  relationship  between  the  
United   Kingdom   and   the   Falkland   Islands.   But   it   was   not   a   straightforward  
evolution  towards  a  stronger  identification  with  the  idea  of  Britain.  Rather,  both  the  
UK  and  the  Islands  were  slowly  waking  up  to  a  new  state  of  affairs.  The  aftershocks  
of  war  had  unearthed  old  post-­‐‑imperial   questions,  destabilising   the   already   fragile  
unifying  bond  of  Greater  Britishness,  which—ironically—had  looked  firm  during  the  
months  of  the  conflict.  But  it  was  precisely  this  legitimisation  of  the  idea  of  Greater  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
84  Kathleen  Biggs,  Letter  to  the  editor,  Falkland  Islands  Newsletter,  February  1985.  
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Britain  in  the  spring  of  1982  that  had  dealt   it  a   lethal  blow  in  the  aftermath.  All  the  
post-­‐‑imperial   paraphernalia   that   had   poured   in   as   a   result   had   in   turn   amplified  
divisions   and   latent   tensions   about   the   meaning   of   British   identity.   If,   for   a   brief  
period  in  1982,  Greater  Britain  could  serve  as  a  rhetorical   justification  for  war,  after  
peace  returned  it  became  increasingly  more  difficult  for  that  idea  to  be  utilised  in  the  
same  way.  The  after-­‐‑effects  of  war  in  the  Falklands  were  not  neat  and  tidy,  nor  were  
they  complete,  but  the  evidence  clearly  suggests  that  the  South  Atlantic  conflict   left  
many  problems  unresolved  and  also  raised  new  ones.  
  
The   many   factors   considered   here   suggest   that   Mrs   Thatcher’s   assessment   at   the  
Cheltenham   racecourse   in   that   July   afternoon   of   1982   had   proven   in   many   ways  
prophetic.   Before   April   that   year,   the   prospect   of   being   re-­‐‑elected   twice   and  
remaining  in  office  for  eight  more  years  seemed  highly  unrealistic.  But  the  mood  in  
Britain   had   changed,   and   a   combination   of   external   circumstances   and   quick   and  
decisive  actions  on  her  part  had  turned  the  tide  in  her  favour.  That  Falklands  factor  
did  count.  Whether  it  increased  her  government’s  popularity  by  3  per  cent  or  more,  
for  three  months  or  longer  is,  in  some  ways,  immaterial.  In  the  short  term,  it  boosted  
her   confidence,   changed   her   image   nationally   and   internationally   and   gave   her   a  
good  rhetorical  reference  point  for  her  future  battles  as  Prime  Minister.  This  was  not  
to   last,   however.   Thatcher   became   increasingly   alienated   within   her   own   party,  
eventually   leading   to   her   demise.   She   was   almost   powerless   on   the   question   on  
Hong   Kong,   and   her   military   success   in   the   South   Atlantic   would   continue   to   be  
clouded  by  her  paramilitary  failures  in  Ulster.  
There   was   another   Falklands   factor,   longer   lasting   perhaps,   which   she   had   not  
reckoned   with.   The   complex   picture   that   emerges   from   the   body   of   evidence  
suggests   that,   far   from   lending   strength   to   a   unifying   conception   of   Britishness,   as  
she   had   claimed,   the   Falklands   War   opened   up   multiple   cracks   in   the   public  
conversation   about   national   identity.   Right-­‐‑wingers   construed   the   victory   in   the  
South  Atlantic  as  a   revival  of   the  national   spirit  and  a   renewal  of  national  pride.   It  
was  a   rediscovery  of  patriotism,   that  ancestral   form  of   loyalty   that  had  never  died,  
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but  which  had  supposedly  been  long  repressed  since  the  onset  of  decolonisation.  The  
Left,   meanwhile,   saw   the   Falklands   as   an   intoxicant,   which   brought   about   an  
anachronistic  mood  of  unreality  and  jingoism.  They  claimed  that  the  military  victory  
and  widespread  popular  patriotism  had  fed  British   leaders’  desire  for  a  world  role,  
which,  in  turn,  led  some  intellectuals  to  highlight  the  need  to  reclaim  patriotism  for  
the  Left.  Yet  for  all  the  talk  (on  both  sides)  about  the  need  to  bolster  national  feeling  
and   harness   it   to   specific   political   goals,   the   evidence   suggests   that   war   only  
deepened  and  augmented   latent   tensions  pulling   in  opposite  directions.  The  South  
Atlantic   conflict   brought   to   the   surface   a   key   legacy   of   decolonisation:   the  
uncertainty  and  profound  disagreement  over  the  definition  of   ‘being  British’.  There  
were  no  winners  here,  either  on  the  Right  or  the  Left.  Even  if  electorally  speaking  the  
Conservative  Party  was  far  more  successful,  the  divisions  remained.  In  this  respect,  
the   Falklands   factor   had   a   far   more   profound   effect   than   purely   bolstering   the  
Conservatives’   electoral   chances.   It   exposed  quiescent  post-­‐‑imperial   tensions,   liable  
to  widen  existing  rifts  within  British  society.  
These  dormant  frictions  became  all   the  more  manifest   in  the  way  the  legacy  of  war  
was  analysed  by  people  on  the  Right  and  on  the  Left.  In  either  case,  intellectuals  and  
commentators   were   blinkered   by   deeply   partisan   views.   Conservatives   tended   to  
view  the  Falklands  as  confirmation  of  the  assumptions  on  which  rested  their  idea  of  
Britain;   theirs  was   the   victors’   account   of   history,   one   of   ‘heroism’,   ‘gallantry’   and  
‘self-­‐‑sacrificing   patriotism’—which   overlooked   the  many   intricacies   heightened   by  
the   war.   Leftists   also   employed   the   South   Atlantic   conflict   to   further   their   own  
agendas—many   of   them   avowedly   engaging   in   political   advocacy.   Because   they  
were  deeply  enmeshed  in  the  political  debates  of  the  day,  their  visceral  hatred  of  Mrs  
Thatcher  and  her  party  could  not  but  cloud  their  conclusions.  These  blinkers  on  the  
right   and   left   of   the   political   spectrum  often   tarnished   the   rigour   of   their   analysis,  
turning   their   evaluation   of   the   Falklands   conflict   into   a   crude   caricature   that  
overplayed  some  features  while  erasing  inconvenient  complexities.  
Most   significantly,   however,   none   of   these   groups   seemed   to   be   speaking   to   each  
other—especially  palpable   in   the  way   the  Falklanders   Islanders   themselves  slipped  
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off   the   radar   among   Left   and   Right   alike   in   the   UK.   That   the   Islanders   were  
nevertheless   drawn   into   this   fragmenting   dialogue   is   only   further   evidence   of   the  
interconnections  between  the  crises  of  decolonisation  and  the  problem  of  defining  a  
workable,   consensual,   post-­‐‑imperial   understanding   of   Britishness.   The   Greater  
British  connection  between  the  Falklands  and  Britain  had  long  been  moribund.  The  
war,   nonetheless,   had  made   it   appear   as   something   far  more  profound,   capable   of  
justifying  a  military  campaign  in  the  South  Atlantic,  but  they  were  quickly  disabused  
of   this   mirage.   Indeed,   as   they   gradually   woke   up   from   their   joyful   dream,   the  
anxieties  over  their  future  gathered  fresh  momentum.  
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Conclusion  
The  legacies  of  Greater  Britain  
  
More   than   thirty   years   have   passed   since   the   Falklands  War,   and   the   Islands   are  
today  a  very  different  place  from  the  impoverished  archipelago  of  1982,  consigned  to  
oblivion  by  the  Foreign  Office.  Though  still  remote,  the  Islands’  economy  is  thriving,  
and  the  Kelpers’  self-­‐‑perception  has  evolved  dramatically  since  the  conflict.  I  had  the  
fortune   to   be   there   only   a   few  months   after   the  March   2013   referendum,   and   the  
massive   upsurge   in   confidence   it   produced   was   evident   everywhere.   Many  
households  hung  Union  Jacks  from  their  windows;  numerous  Land  Rovers  exhibited  
stickers  loudly  proclaiming  the  Islands’  attachment  to  Britain;  and  the  ceiling  of  the  
Victory  Bar  in  Stanley  was  completely  draped  in  red,  white  and  blue.  To  paraphrase  
Rex   Hunt’s   words   after   Mrs   Thatcher’s   visit   in   January   1983,   ‘for   a   normally  
undemonstrative   community,   it   was   a   remarkable   display’   of   Britishness. 1   Yet  
several  Kelpers  later  told  me  privately  that  they  disapproved  of  this  excessive  Union  
Jack–waving:   after   all,   they   argued,   Islanders   should   emphasise   their   right   to   self-­‐‑
determination,   not   their   dependence   on   the   United   Kingdom.   Others,   somewhat  
surprisingly,   confided   that   independence   would   be   a   desirable   goal   in   the   future  
(more   than  one   complained   about   the   excessive  power  of   the  Governor),   even   if   it  
did  not  seem  realistic  in  the  current  circumstances.2    
By   sheer   chance,   my   visit   coincided   with   the   first   televised   Legislative   Assembly  
elections  in  the  Falklands.  On  Monday  4  November,  three  days  before  the  Islanders  
went   to   the  polls,   there  was   a  public  meeting   in   Stanley  Town  Hall—the  very  hall  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  THCR  1/20/3/34,  Hunt  despatch:  MT  visit  to  FI.  
2  Graham  Bound,   interviewed   by   the   author   (London),   11  October   2013;   and   the   following  
interviews  carried  out  by  the  author  in  the  Falkland  Islands:  John  Fowler,  4  November  2013;  
Leona   Roberts,   5   November   2013;   Janet   Robertson,   5   November   2013;   Mike   Summers,   6  
November  2013;  Stuart  Wallace,  7  November  2013.  
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where  Chalfont  and  Ridley  had  been  shouted  down  by  exasperated  Islanders.  Here,  
too,   wild   cheers   had   greeted   Mrs   Thatcher’s   famous   declaration   in   January   1983:  
‘Today  again  the  Union  Jack  flies  over  Port  Stanley,  and  may  it  ever  fly  there’.3  Much  
of   the  meeting,  however,  was  devoted   to  debating   rather  humdrum   issues:  how   to  
spend  the  windfall  money  from  oil  exploration;  how  to  increase  the  accountability  of  
MLAs;   which   capital   projects   to   prioritise   (roads,   a   new   hospital,   new   school  
buildings,  a  cinema  and  an  old  people’s  home).  Like  in  any  political  culture,  day-­‐‑to-­‐‑
day  concerns  often  dominate  political  discussions  in  the  Falklands.  Yet  in  the  midst  
of   these   considerations,   one   particular   subject   provoked   a   noticeably   different  
reaction.   There   were   plans   to   unveil   a   bust   of   Margaret   Thatcher   outside   the  
Secretariat   on   Ross   Road   and,   though   the   details   were   still   to   be   worked   out,   a  
suggestion  had  been  mooted  to  commission  the  job  to  an  Islander  using  exclusively  
local   materials.   No   sooner   was   this   issue   raised   than   an   indignant   reaction   came  
from   the   audience.   ‘Do   something,   the   best,   for   the   Baroness’,   pleaded   Eric   Goss.  
Insisting  that  the  bust  should  be  made  from  the  best  of  British,  he  warned:  ‘My  vote  
swings  on  Maggie’s  bust’.4  At  these  words,  a  pregnant  silence  filled  the  Town  Hall.  
There   had   been  disagreements   about   other   issues,   no   doubt,   but   there  was   a   clear  
sense  that  this  particular  concern  ran  very  deep.  The  smirks  on  some  people’s  faces  
quickly  faded,  as  they  realised  the  seriousness  of  the  matter.5  Issues  of  identity  tend  
to  emerge  in  the  midst  of  other,  more  banal,  topics;  yet  in  times  of  crises,  or  when  the  
stakes  are  high,  a  sense  of  nationality  is  often  heightened.  It  can  have  a  galvanising  
effect,   bringing   the  past   into   the  present;   and   its   influence   on  people’s  perceptions  
and  actions  can  be  deeper  than  is  often  acknowledged.  This  is  how,  amid  many  other  
concerns  voiced  during  the  Falklands  War,  imperial  legacies  persistently  re-­‐‑appeared  
in  the  most  varied  contexts  and  places.  As  such,  they  can  be  too  easily  dismissed  as  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3  THCR  1/20/3/34,  Hunt  despatch:  MT  visit  to  FI.  
4  Eric  Goss—farm  manager   at  Goose  Green   in   1982—has  written   a   personal   account   of   the  
war.  He  concludes  with  these  worlds  about  Margaret  Thatcher:  ‘My  affectionate  name  for  the  
Right  Honourable   Lady   is   “Mother   Falklands”.  Not   since   Boudicca   has   Britain   had   such   a  
fighting   lady’.  Eric  Goss,   ‘Eric  Goss:  Falkland  Islander’,   in  Memories  of  the  Falklands,  ed.   Iain  
Dale  (London:  Biteback  Publishing,  2012),  27.  
5  Personal   notes   from   the   author   at   a   pre-­‐‑election   public   meeting,   Town   Hall,   Stanley,   4  
November  2013.  
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inconsequential  or  ‘merely  rhetorical’,  yet  a  closer  look  reveals  their  significance,  and  
their  long-­‐‑lasting  after-­‐‑effects.  
As  the  referendum  has  shown,  the  Islands’  attachment  to  the  UK  has  endured  over  
the  decades,  even  if   it   is  arguably  no  longer  anchored  in  a  ‘British  world’  mentality  
as  in  1982.  The  evidence  points  to  the  fact  that  the  current  state  of  affairs  in  the  South  
Atlantic   is   a   clear   legacy   of   the   slow   unravelling   of   the   idea   of   Greater   Britain—a  
concept  successfully  reinvigorated  by  the  Falklands  lobby,  but  which  has  since  faded  
both   in   the   Islands   and   in   Britain.   There   are   still   elements   in   the   relationship   that  
have  been  inherited  from  the  Greater  British  paradigm—particularly   in  the  staunch  
displays  of  Britishness  in  the  Islands  and  the  British  government’s  pledges  to  defend  
the   Kelpers   in   all   circumstances   because   they   are   ‘British   to   the   core’.   But   as   the  
dispute   with   Argentina   has   heated   up   in   recent   years—with   the   Argentine  
government  intent  on  describing  the  British  attitude  as  a  case  of  ‘neo-­‐‑colonialism’—
the   emphasis   has   unmistakably   shifted   towards   the   Islanders’   self-­‐‑determination,  
much   more   deliberately   and   explicitly   than   in   the   past.6   At   a   rhetorical   level,  
however,  there  has  been  fierce  sabre-­‐‑rattling,  suggesting  that  the  Falklands/Malvinas  
question  still  revolves  around  issues  of  national  identity  in  both  countries.7  Similarly,  
although   the  war   still   evokes   the  memory   of   ‘gunboat   imperialism’   in   Britain,   the  
‘imperial  atavism’  argument  lacks  the  venom  of  former  times,  when  the  empire’s  end  
was   a   much   more   recent   memory.8  Much,   indeed,   has   changed   in   the   United  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6  See,   for   instance,  Cristina  Fernández  de  Kirchner,   ‘Cristina  Fernández  de  Kirchner’s  Letter  
to   David   Cameron’,   Guardian,   2   January   2013.   An   analysis   of   Argentine   culture   and   the  
cuestión  Malvinas   is   beyond   the   scope   of   this   thesis.  A  good   evaluation   of   this   issue   can  be  
found   in   Palermo,   Sal   en   las   Heridas;   Federico   Lorenz,   Todo   lo   Que   Necesitás   Saber   sobre  
Malvinas  (Buenos  Aires:  Paidós,  2014).  
7  An   interesting   recent   study  of   expressions  of  nationalism   in   schools   in  Argentina   and   the  
Falklands  corroborates  this:  Matthew  C.  Benwell,  ‘From  the  Banal  to  the  Blatant:  Expressions  
of   Nationalism   in   Secondary   Schools   in   Argentina   and   the   Falkland   Islands’,  Geoforum   52,  
(2014).  
8  Some  recent  articles   in   the  media   indeed  have  claimed  that   there   is  some  kind  of   imperial  
hangover,  but   in  a   far  more  pedestrian  way  than,  say,  Barnett  and  Hobsbawm  in  1982.  See,  
for   example,   Grace   Livingstone,   ‘It’s   Time   to   Talk   About   the   Falklands’,   Guardian,   25  
February   2010;   Simon   Jenkins,   ‘Gibraltar   and   the   Falklands   Deny   the   Logic   of   History’,  
Guardian,   14   August   2013;   Natalie   Hanman,   ‘Falklands   Debate:   Is   Britain   Still   a   Colonial  
Power?’,  Guardian,   3   January  2013.  Similarly,  around   the   time  of   the  30th  anniversary  of   the  
war,  some  celebrities  made  public  declarations  of  this  sort:  the  actor  Sean  Penn,  for  instance,  
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Kingdom  since   the  South  Atlantic   conflict.  Yet   one  key   legacy  of  Greater  Britain   is  
still   evident—namely,   the   ongoing   debate   in   the   UK   over   a   consensual,   unifying  
Britishness.  The  profound  connections  between  the  Falklands  and  nationality  indeed  
still   play   into   this   disagreement—as   they   did   in   1982—and   the   Falklanders’  
insistence   on   remaining   in   the   British   fold   only   exacerbates   the   existing  
discrepancies. 9   Thus   the   Falklands   dispute   may   be   regarded   as   one   of   those  
remaining  ‘embers  of  empire’,  not  always  blazing,  but  liable  to  be  fanned  into  flame  
in  the  most  unlikely  places  and  circumstances.10  In  this  sense,  the  Falklands  are  both  
a   case   of   unfinished   imperial   business   and   one   of   imperial   legacies,   depending   on  
whether  one  looks  at  it  from  the  perspective  of  the  Islands  (where  this  is  very  much  a  
live   issue)   or   that   of   the   UK   (where,   for   most   people,   the   question   of   Britain’s  
responsibility  to  overseas  territories  and  peoples  had  been  resolved).    
‘Greater  Britain’:  an  anachronism?  
To   the  extent   that  we  can  see   the  Falklands  War  as  a   species  of   ‘imperial  atavism’,  
Greater  Britain  nonetheless  remains  a  key  concept  to  unlock  its  full  significance.  The  
approach  adopted  in  this  thesis  has  been  to  employ  it  as  an  analytical  tool  in  order  to  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
spoke   about   an   ‘archaic   commitment   to   colonialist   ideology’   in   the   Falklands,   while   Pink  
Floyd’s  Roger  Waters  pronounced  that  ‘that  kind  of  imperialism  is  not  something  that  as  an  
Englishman   I’m   proud   of’.   Uki   Goni,   ‘Roger  Waters   Says   Falklands   Should   Be   Argentine,  
Attacks   Cameron’s   “Bullshit”’,  Guardian,   2   March   2012;   ‘Sean   Penn   Backs   Argentina   over  
Falkland  Islands’,  Guardian,  14  February  2012.  
9  Some  examples  from  the  media  in  recent  years  include  Vanessa  Barford,  ‘Are  There  Places  
More   British   Than   the   UK?’,   BBC   News   Magazine,   8   March   2013;   Raphael   Behr,   ‘Marmite  
Nation:  Is  the  Idea  of  Britishness  Broken  Beyond  Repair?’,  Guardian,  7  July  2015;  Ian  Jack,  ‘Is  
This  the  End  of  Britishness?’,  Guardian,  16  September  2014;  Jenny  McCartney,   ‘Britishness  Is  
up   for   Grabs   Once   More’,   Daily   Telegraph,   12   January   2013;   Frances   Perraudin,   ‘How  
Politicians  Have  Struggled  to  Define  Britishness’,  Guardian,  10  June  2014.  
10  ‘Embers  of  empire:  the  receding  frontiers  of  post-­‐‑imperial  Britain’  is  the  title  the  collective  
research   project   which   this   thesis   is   part   of.   This   work   is   being   carried   out   more   widely,  
encompassing   African   decolonisation,   end   of   empire   autobiography,   British–Indian  
diplomatic  relations  after  Partition  and  a  world  history  of  the  end  of  Britain.  Stuart  Ward,  The  
Untied  Kingdom:  A  World  History  of  the  End  of  Britain  (Cambridge:  Cambridge  University  Press,  
Forthcoming);   Kalathmika   Natarajan,   ‘“Shared   History”   of   Imperialism:   Negotiating  
Entangled   Identities   in   British–Indian   Post-­‐‑Imperial   Relations’   (Unpublished   PhD   thesis,  
University  of  Copenhagen,  Forthcoming);  Christian  Damm  Pedersen,  ‘African  Decolonisation  
and  the  Fate  of  Britishness  c.1945–1975’  (Unpublished  PhD  thesis,  University  of  Copenhagen,  
Forthcoming);  Rasch,  ‘Autobiographies’.  
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understand   the   imperial   dimensions   of   the   Falklands   conflict.   It   is   pertinent   to  
distinguish  between  the  term  and  the  concept  of  ‘Greater  Britain’.  There  is  little  doubt  
that   the   former   has   been   out   of   vogue   for   a   long   time;   indeed,   it   was   already   an  
anachronism  by  1982,  which  explains  why  it   is  so  rare  to  see   it  used  in  a  Falklands  
context.  Yet  the  fact  that  only  a  few  lone  voices  overtly  deployed  it  by  no  means  rules  
out   the  validity  of   its  use  or,   indeed,   its   relevance   to   the   issues  at  stake.   It   is  worth  
citing  one  notable  exception  here,  as  it  elucidates  the  sense  in  which  ‘Greater  Britain’  
is  used  throughout  this  thesis.  Writing  to  his  local  MP  from  Chessington,  Surrey,  on  
4  May  1982,  one  T.G.  Howarth  intoned—not  without  a  hint  of  sarcasm:  
What   is   going   to   be   done  with   that   part   of  what   seems   to   be   regarded   as   ‘Greater  
Britain’,   ie.   Falkland   Islands,   when   they   have   been   regained   by   Britain?   Are   the  
suspected  oil  revenues  to  be  investigated  +  developed?  How  much  money  is  Britain  
going  to  spend  on  this  and  the  ‘heroic’  patriots  living  on  Falklands?11  
In  deliberately  deploying  an  outmoded  term,  this  writer  conveyed  how,  although  the  
usage   of   ‘Greater   Britain’   had   long   faded,   the   concept   itself,   its   assumptions   and  
twitching  nerves,  were  still  alive.  This  is  one  key  contribution  of  this  study:  although  
the  Greater  British  world  is  often  deemed  to  have  unravelled  well  before  1982,  here  
we  have  seen  how  this  idea  persisted  in  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  Falkland  
Islands.  That  the  war  elicited  these  sentiments  of  kinship  in  the  UK  itself  during  the  
war   is   evidence   of   the   lingering—if   partial—hold   of   a   ‘British  world’   outlook  well  
into  the  1980s.  
This   thesis   set   out   to   analyse   ‘how   significant,   indeed  how   clearly   identifiable   and  
distinguishable,   may   be   the   specifically   “post-­‐‑imperial”   aspects’   of   the   Falklands  
War.12  We   need   not   succumb   to   politically   or   ideologically   laden   perspectives   to  
tackle  this  issue;  nor  must  we  opt  for  either  the  maximalist  or  the  minimalist  stance.13  
As   we   have   seen,   both   sides   overlook   the   Falklands’   deepest   and   most   enduring  
imperial   dimension.   If   its  manifestations   are  most   clearly   evident   in   the   realms   of  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11  TNA  FCO  7/4481,  T.G.  Howarth  to  Sir  Nigel  Fisher,  4  May  1982.  
12  Howe,  ‘Imperial  Aftershocks’,  247–48.  
13  For  an  outline  of  maximalist  and  minimalist  views  on  the  Falklands,  see  Introduction,  7–18.  
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rhetoric,  collective  memory  and  political  culture,  this  is  no  reason  to  disregard  it  as  a  
superficial  smokescreen  that  need  not  delay  historians.  Quite  the  contrary,  we  have  
seen   that   rhetoric   and  memory   can  play   a   crucial   role   in   facilitating  or   obstructing  
events,   as  well   as   revealing   the  unspoken   assumptions   and  perceptions   that   guide  
political  decision-­‐‑making  and  public  opinion.    
The  evidence  presented  in  these  pages  clearly  points  to  the  pervasiveness  of  ‘empire  
consciousness’   in   the   Falklands   conflict,   from   the   early   frictions   of   the   post–World  
War   II   era   to   the   inception   of   the   modern   dispute   amid   the   upheavals   of  
decolonisation;   and   from   the  emergence  of   the  Falklands   lobby   in   the   late  1960s   to  
the  Argentine   invasion—against   the  backdrop  of  growing  internal  pressures  within  
the   United   Kingdom   itself.   Without   the   persistent   allure   of   Greater   Britain  
throughout  almost   two  decades  of  negotiations  prior   to  1982,  what  had  begun  as  a  
minor   squabble   would   not   have   developed   into   an   intractable   dilemma—nor,  
indeed,   escalated   into   full-­‐‑scale   war.   Simultaneously,   precisely   because   of   the  
growing   obsolescence   of   this   worldview,   its   recrudescence   during   the   war   also  
magnified  post-­‐‑imperial   tensions  within  Britain   itself—nowhere  more   evident   than  
in   the   ‘Celtic  nations’,  where  Thatcher’s   insistence  on  protecting   ‘kith  and  kin’  and  
upholding   the   right   to   self-­‐‑determination   of   the   Islanders   exposed   a  widening   rift  
among   the   four   nations.   The   particular   circumstances   of   the   conflict   in   the   South  
Atlantic,   moreover,   brought   to   the   fore   the   memory   of   ‘dominating   imperialism’,  
further   undermining   the  widespread   consensus   on   the   duty   to   protect   defenceless  
Britons  across  the  seas.14    
The   key   intersecting   point   between   these   twin   resonances   (Greater   Britain   and  
‘gunboat’   imperialism)   was   that   both   prompted   reflections   and   reassessments   of  
British   identity.   This   was   not   merely   a   ‘flash   in   the   pan’,   an   isolated   and  
inconsequential  episode.  By  looking  at  the  Falklands  through  the  prism  of  the  British  
world   we   can   more   fully   detect   the   far-­‐‑reaching   consequences   of   the   war,  
transcending   geographical   boundaries.   Here   the   ‘Anglo-­‐‑Argentine   dilemma’   is  
particularly  significant,  as  it  shows  the  extent  of  this  crisis  of  Britishness:  the  very  fact  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14  Porter,  Lion’s  Share,  312–13.  Also  see  Introduction,  14.    
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that  Argentina’s  Britons  attempted   to   intervene   in   the  dispute  on   the  basis  of   their  
bonds  of  kinship  with  Britain  reveals  the  weaknesses,  unevenness  and  contradictions  
of  the  Greater  British  ideal  by  1982.  It  was  the  realisation  that  the  ‘British  world’  they  
claimed   to   inhabit   was   largely   illusory   that   split   the   community   along   lines   of  
loyalty,  leading  many  ‘Anglos’  to  embrace  argentinidad  and  spurn  their  British  links.  
Divisions   of   a   different   sort   also   emerged   in   the   UK,   where   the   war   was   widely  
perceived   as   an   unearthing   of   old   post-­‐‑imperial   dilemmas.   On   the   Right,   it   was  
construed   as   a   cathartic   release,   as   the  Greater   British   exigency   of   protecting   ‘kith  
and  kin’  could  at  last  be  embraced  ‘unproblematically’.  On  the  Left,  it  became  a  tool  
to   upbraid   the   Right   for   perpetuating   unfinished   imperial   business,   and   even   led  
some   to  question   the  very   raison  d’être  of   the  United  Kingdom   itself.  Both  ends  of  
the  political  spectrum—often  blinded  by  their  respective  agendas—thus  engaged  in  a  
re-­‐‑examination  of  the  meaning  of  Britishness,  reaching  highly  divergent  conclusions.  
Tellingly,  even  the  Falkland  Islanders  became  enmeshed  in  this  conversation,  as  the  
aftermath  of   the  war  gradually  exposed   the  hollowness  of   the  Greater  British  bond  
that  had  been  so  emphatically  affirmed  during  the  conflict.    
Ultimately,  what  these  complexities  show—both  in  Britain  and  in  the  Falklands—is  
the  extent  to  which  Britishness  was  still  profoundly  intertwined  with  Greater  Britain  
in  the  aftermath  of  the  Falklands  War.  It  was  the  exhumation  of  the  idea  of  a  ‘British  
world’   in   the   wake   of   the   Argentine   invasion   that   amplified   the   dispute   over   the  
meaning   of   Britishness   long   after   the   formal   dissolution   of   empire.   During   the  
conflict,  the  revival  of  British  patriotism  became  interlocked  with  a  concept  that  had  
provided  the  foundation  of  the  imperial   ideal  for  decades.  Yet  very  rapidly  Greater  
Britain  became  entangled  with  another  imperial  memory,  in  ways  that  muddied  the  
waters  of  historical  categorisation.  Thus,  although  at  first  glance  the  war  seemed  to  
reinforce   a   unifying   concept   of   British   national   identity,   this   uneasy   co-­‐‑existence  
between   Greater   Britain   and   ‘gunboat   imperialism’   brought   to   the   surface   the  
unresolved  question  over  the  meaning  of  Britishness.  Moreover,  from  the  perspective  
of   the   aftermath   of   the   Falklands   War   we   can   better   understand   the   difficulty   in  
discerning   the   imperial   dimensions   of   the   conflict,   for,   indeed,   the   ‘maximalist-­‐‑
minimalist’   dichotomy   in   the   Falklands   debate   is   but   a   legacy   of   the   highly  
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politicised   stances   from   the   1980s.15  Although   the   more   recent   divide   does   not  
necessarily   align   perfectly  with   the   Left–Right   split   of   yesteryear,   the   lack   of   deep  
engagement  with  the  issue  of  imperial  legacies  in  the  Falklands  by  both  maximalists  
and  minimalists  (often  animated  by  highly  partisan  views)  has  produced  a  polemical  
stalemate.  Without  due  regard   to   the  Greater  British  qualities  of   the  South  Atlantic  
conflict,  the  debate  invariably  becomes  a  futile  squabble  over  the  question  of  whether  
or  not   there  was  an   ‘imperial   rationale’   to   the  Falklands  War,  or   indeed  whether   it  
was  a  replica  of  the  imperial  wars  of  the  past.    
Greater  Britain,   indeed,  played  a   significant   role   in  perpetuating   the  dispute   in   the  
South  Atlantic;  it  is  a  key  reason  why  British  governments  allowed  the  issue  to  play  
for  so  long,  and  so  tragically.  Its  legacies  are  still  evident  today.  No  doubt  there  are  
other  issues  at  stake—and  the  recent  progress  in  oil  exploration  cannot  be  dismissed  
here—but  a  careful  examination  of  the  imperial  dimensions  of  the  conflict  must  alert  
us   to   the   importance   of   rhetoric   and   memory   in   conditioning   political   and   social  
responses.  An  entirely  different  approach  on  all  sides,  one  which  sought  to  overcome  
nationalistic   pride   and   assumptions   rooted   in   an   obsolete   era,   would   perhaps  
produce  a  much  healthier  dialogue.  Sadly,  the  disagreement  does  not  show  signs  of  
abating,   and   relations   between   the   parties   involved   continue   to  worsen—not   least  
because   they   continue   to   appraise   this   issue   through   the   prism   of   the   past.  As  we  
have   seen,   the   imperial   perspective   is   fundamental   to   understanding   these  
entrenched   positions.   Indeed,   without   an   awareness   of   the   elemental   lodestone   of  
Greater   Britain,   the   dispute   becomes—in   the  words   of   Jorge   Luis   Borges’s   famous  
aphorism—merely  ‘a  fight  between  two  bald  men  over  a  comb’.16    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15  For  an  analysis  of  these  views  during  the  aftermath  of  war,  see  Chapter  6,  212–28.  
16  Edward  Graydon  Carter,  ‘People’,  Time,  14  February  1983.  
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